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DECLARATION FOR THE RECORD OF DECISION

SITE NAME AND LOCATION

Plattsburgh Air Force Base (AFB)

Former Landfill LF~4

Plattsburgh, New York

STATEMENT OF BASIS AND PURPOSE

This Record of Decision (ROD) presents a selected remedial action for soil and groundwater at site

LF-024on Plattsburgh AFB in Plattsburgh, New York. It has been develoPed in accordance with the

Comprehensive Environmental Response, Compensation, and Liability Act of 1980 (CERCLA) as amended

by the Superfund Amendments and Reauthorization Act of 1986 (SARA), and to the extent practicable, the

National Oil and Hazardous Substances Pollution Contingency Plan (NCP)._This decision is based on the

Administrative Record for this site, a copy of which is located at the Information Repository at the Feinburg

Library on the campus of the State University of New York at Plattsburgh.

The remedy has been selected by the US Air Force (USAF) in conjunction with the US Environmental

Protection Agency (USEPA) and with the concurrence of the New York State Department of Environmental

Conservation (NYSDEC) pursuant to the Federal Facilities Agreement among the parties under Section I 17(a)

of CERCLA, dated July 10, 1991.

ASSESSMENT OF THE SITE

Hazardous substances present in fill and soil at LF-:024, and contamination of the. underlying

groundwater, if not addressed by implementing the response action selected in this ROD, may present a

potential endangerment to human health and the environment.

J:W2911..,1f1llalO24.ROD/jm
~:1':~
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DESCRIYrION OF THE REMEDY

This action addresses the principal threat posed by LF..Q24 by preventing endangerment to human

health and the environment, through containment of the landfill to minimize exposure to contaminants in the

soil, waste and groundwater. The proposed source control remedy includes a re~stablishment and upgrade

of the native soil cap over the landfill; institutional controls to restrict site development, maintenance to protect

the integrity of the cap, restrictions preventing the use of groundwater as a potable supply source on, and

immediately downgradient of the site; periodic groundwater monitoring for 30 years; site reviews to be

conducted every five years; and development of a post-closure plan specifying inspection, maintenance, and

monitori!1g programs to be conducted over 30 years.

STATUTORY DETERMINt\TIQNS

The selected remedy is protective of human health and the environment, complies with federal and

state Applicable or Relevant and Appropriate Requirements, and is cost~ffective. The remedy is based on

the presumptive remedy approach developed by the USEPA for military landfill sites. Using the presumptive

remedy for this site, treatment of waste, soil and groundwater contamination is considered impractical and

consequently, the remedy does not satisfy statutory preference for treatment as a principal element of

remediation.

Because this remedy will result in hazardous substances remaining on site, the USAF, USEPA,

and NYSDEC will conduct site reviews every five years to ensure that the source control remedy continues

to provide adequate protection of human health and the enviroIli:lent.

\ r, C
-> ~. lGZ. ¢\dl <"

Signature THO AS W.L. McCALL, JR.
Deputy Assistant Secretary of the Air Force
(Environment, Safety and Occupational Health)

1:13'2911,.,.lfaaXl24.ROD/j",
~:1':13

-2-

Date

IL ~(wtfl ')
Date



1.0 SITE ~AME. LOCATlOl' AND DESCRIPTION

P13ttsburgh AFB is located in Clinton County in northeastern New York State. bordered on the north

by the City of Plattsburgh. on the east by Lake Champlain. and on the north and south by the Saranac and

Salmon Rivers. It lies approximately 26 miles south of the Canadian border and 167 miles north of Albany.

(FIgure I). A~ part of the USAF's IRP, Plattsburgh AFB initiated activities to identify, evaluate. and restore

identified hazardous waste sites. The IRP at Plattsburgh AFB is being implemented according to a Federal

Facilities Agreement <Docket No.: II-CERCLA-FFA-1020 1) signed between the USAF. USEPA. and

NYSDEC on July 10. 1991. Plattsburgh AFB was placed on the National Priorities List on November 21.

1989

RedevelopmentAirbasePlattsburgh

LF-024 is an approximatel: I-acre

landfill located southwest of the Plattsburgh

AFB Flightline, between the southern edge of

the Explosive Ordnance Disposal Range and

8o

Corporation (PARC). Land use for the

southwestern section of the base (including the

area of LF-024), has been designated as either

open space with light industrial use (Final

Comprehensive Reuse Plan, September 1995),

or as mixed aviation/industrial use with open

space (Final Environmental Impact Statement.

October 1995). It is the intent of the Base

Conve. "ion Agency to limit use of LF-024 as

1Vti~~6~~7~ specified in the Environmental Impact

Statement.

Approxllnate Scale In Miles

8

PlllllhbePti.. I

N"'Yart~

."lbiL1y.

i.S/' '.''''111~
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('--.-- • SY'""JS< ~
Roche""

....[WYDRA
STATE

r 19'1) D<Uo""c "apPI!li

Figure 1: Vicinity Location Map

N Plattsburgh AFB was closed on

A September 30, 1995 and its reuse is being

administered by the Air Force Base

Conversion Agency in conjunction with the

J ,C:01'.\.\p ' tin<J11l2.J ROD/Jm
~ ~ - - . ~ ~
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NA the Salmon River (Figure 2). Pedestrian

access to the landfill is limited due to the

presence of 1-87 to the west. the Salmon

River to the south. and woods to the north

and east. A four-strand barbed wire fence

encompasses LF-024. but is absent along

the northern portion of the site (Figure 3).

In general. the landfill is in a remote section

of the base not frequented by maintenance

personnel.
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Figure 2: Site Location Map

The site is a flat-topped mound with

"'.... steep sides covered by grass and surrounded- by a ring of woods and brush (Photos 1 and

2). The southern sideslope is tree-covered

and debris protrudes from the toe of slope

(Photos 3 and 4). Soil surrounding the

sandy fill of the landfill consists primarily

of silty sand. Beneath the landfill. an upper

sand aquifer overlies a clayey silt layer which appears to serve as a confining layer for the underlying bedrock

aquifer. The groundwater surface lies near the base of the landfill. where it appears to be confined by the .

underlying clayey silt layer which occurs near or at the base of the landfill. The Salmon River is assumed to

serve as a discharge point for local groundwater which flows toward the southeast. Residents in the

surrounding areas are located at least 3,000 feet from the site.

2.0 LAND USE AND RESPONSE HISTORY

From 1980 to 1986, LF-Q24 was used for the disposal of construction and demolition debris. Landfill

wastes were end dumped, dozer compacted, and covered with sandy soil from surrounding areas. E.C. Jordan

Co. reported that oil from transformers may have been disposed of in the landfill (1989); however,

polychlorinated biphenyls (PCBs) were not detected in any of the media during subsequent sampling and

J.1.l~291 \wpl/inaI024.RODljm
02.;,7 ·97 IH14

I,
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PHOTO 1 - View from the north central perimeter of LF-024 toward the southeast showing
the generally good cover of grasses and small trees on the upper landfill surface. Larger pine
trees in the left background mark the easterly landfill IimiU.

PHOTO 2 - Although the landfill surface is generally well vegetated, some bare areas are
present. This photo shows an area of sparsely vegetated sandy soil near the center of the
landfill.

SITE PHOTOS -LF-024
-6-
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PHOTO 3 - View from southeast to northwest along the southern sideslope of LF-024 Uust
north of MW-4) showing a coyer of small to medium size trees.

PHOTO 4 - View from the southeast to northwest along the toe of the southern sideslope
show ing exposed construction/demolition and shop debris. This ,iew is t~'pical of thl:
southern and western landfill lower sideslopes.

SITE PHOTOS - LF-02~



analysis. During field investigations 18 drums were observed protruding from the fill at the toe of the landfill.

many of which were crushed or without lids. Drums that appeared to be intact sounded hollow and were

presumed to be empty. Efforts to sample the drums during the SI were not undertaken. though a sediment

sample was collected from the area of several drums and did not reveal the presence of contamination.

Subsequent inspection of the landfill by URS Consultants. Inc. (URS) personnel failed to identify any drums.

The USAF has no records indicating that drums were disposed of at the landfill. and it is believed they were

used for trash collection.

A site investigation (SI) was performed at LF-024 in the summer of 1993 which included the

following: I) terrain conductivity. magnetometer. and soil gas surveys; 2) excavation of three test pits; 3)

installation and sampling of one monitoring well and three well points; and 4) analysis of eleven soil. four

sediment. and two surface water samples. Samples were analyzed for the full target compound and target

analyte lists. Based on the results of the investigation, the SI report (Malcolm Pimie 1994) concluded that no

further investigation or remedial action was necessary. The database compiled as part of the SI was utilized

to quantify potential risk posed to human health (URS 1995a).

3.0 COMMUNITY PARTICIPATION

Plansburgh AFB has kept the community and other interested parties infonned of the ,activities at LF

024 through informational and public meetings. holding a 3O-day public comment period from January 6. 1997

to February 6. 1997 to solicit public input. During this period. the public was invited to review the Proposed

Plan. the LF-024 SI and to comment on the remedial alternative being considered. These documents. which

comprised the Administrative Record for the LF-024 site. available at the Information Repository located at

the Feinberg Library on the ~ampus of the State University of New York at Plattsburgh.

Plattsburgh AFB also hosted a public meeting on January 16. 1997 at the City of Plattsburgh Old

Court House to discuss the data gathered at the site. the preferred alternate, and the decision-making process

Immediately after the information presentation. Plansburgh AFB held a formal Public Hearing to accept

comments about the remedial alternative being considered for the LF..Q24 site. Public comments were

recorded and transcribed. and a copy of the transcript was added to the Administrative Record and Information

-8-
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RerO~llOr: and are a part of thIs Record of Decision (Appendix D). A response to the comments Included In

the respon~l\eness summary is part of this Record of Decision (Appendix E).

4.0 SCOPE AND ROLE OF RESPONSE ACTION

This ROD addresses all of the principal threats posed by LF-G24 to human heaJth and the environment.

The pnmary threat is risk associated with potential human inhalation of exposed fill material as fugitive dust

and physical hazards posed by exposed construction debris. Metals contamination (principally manganese)

also occurs in groundwater at the site. There is no impact on surface water or air quality associated with the

landfill.

The lTSAF has utilized the USEPA's containment presumptive remedy for military landfills tohelp

detennine an appropriate remedy for LF-024. Because of the large amount and heterogeneous nature of the

material within the landfill, and the fact that the local land reuse authority (PARC) currently has no plans for

the future use of the site. treatment is not considered practical. Containment, therefore, is considered the

appropnate re~ponse action. orthe presumptive remedy, for LF-024. The remedy recommended in this Plan

addresses the principal threats through the removal of exposed debris, capping (containment), monitoring of

groundwater. and institutional controls to protect the integrity of the cap and prohibit the use of groundwater

as a potable supply source on. and immediately downgradient from the site.

5.0 St:MMAR¥ OF SITE CONTAMINATION

5.1 Contaminant Pathways

Potential pathways by which contaminants might leave LF-024 are evaluated based on results of the

51 investigation. Air pathways appear to be insignificant because dust generation is limited by the landfill

\e,"etatlon and soil cover. Volatile organic compounds (VOCs) were detected infrequently and at 10\\

concentratIon, in the soil cover and waste. although elevated levels of metals in the fill do present an inhalation

risk where the waste is exposed. Inspection of the landfill indicates that surface run-off from the landfill is

confined to the landfill perimeter with rapid infiltration and evaporation of run-off at the margins of the landfill

follOWing heavy rain events. The only potentially significant contaminant migration pathway is vertical

-9-



leaching of contaminants (i.e., metals) by percolating precipitation. with eventual transport downgradient

through groundwater. The site conceptual model is shown in Figure 4. Groundwater flow at the site is shallow

and vertically confined by underlying silty sediments which occur at or near the base of the landfill.

Contaminant movement downgradient of the site (which will be monitored) is expected to be limited due to

the relative immobility of metals. Chemicals detected iil the various environmental media at LF-024 are listed

and mapped in Appendix A.

5.2 SojVFjII Contamjnatiop

Eleven soiVfill samples were analyzed during the 51 including two subsurface soil samples from the

upgradient monitoring well location (depths 0 to 2 feet and 5 to 7 feet). three near surface soil samples

obtained from the three downgradient well point locations (I to 3 feet depth), and six fill samples taken from

the three test trenches (two per trench). The six fill samples, which were obtained at depths up to 12 feet.

consisted of soil backfill that was mixed with the landfill debris composed of assorted trash. construction

materials including corrugated steel, and wood.

In general, organic compounds were detected infrequently in soiVfili samples (Tables A-2, A-3, and

A-4), Metals were detected much more frequently. as would be expected, since metals occur naturally in soil.

are non-volatile, and do not biodegrade. The level of contamination in soiVfill was evaluated by comparing

the detected concentrations to NYSDEC guidelines for soil cleanup (TAGM #4046. January 1994). This

comparison is summarized in Table 1. One of the nineteen organic compounds (benzo(a)pyrene), and seven

of the nineteen metals (antimony, magnesium. manganese. mercury. potassium. selenium, and thallium) were

detected above the guideline values with most exceedances occur.;ng in one sample (fill sample 02 at 5 feet)

from TP24-001 (see Figures A-2, A-3, and A4). As shown on Table I, detection of these analytes above the

guideline values was infrequent and in most cases marginally above guidance values. Low level exceedances

of the guideline criteria for manganese, nickel and potassium also were found in near surface soil samples from

the well point locations. In general, the metals contamination observed in the soiVfili samples is likely

attributable to the leaching of metals from C&D debris constituting the landfill.

J 'J5Z911"'pllinaKJ24 RODIJm
112·~7-Q7 13::!2

-10-

,
•

I

I
,

I



SANDI
SILTY SAND

Groundwale;- ........ ~w, ..~-- ..-- '--

CLAYEY
SILT LAYER

Evapotranspiration

(((

"

.--.-

--- ------

NOT TO SCALE

URS
I r JrJ',IJlIAN'~1 IN(

SITE CONCEPTUAL MODEL
PLATISBURGH AIR FORCE BASE LF-024 FIGURE 4



TABLE I

CONSTRUCTION SPOILS LANDFILL (LF-024)
CHARACfER OF SOIL/FILL CONTAMINATION

Guidance Frequency of Detected Source of
Analyte Y.a.l.l.u:s Detection Above Maximum Guidance

Guidance value Concentration Exceedance

Benzo(a)pyrene 61° 1114 74 Test Trench

Antimony (mg/k~) 12.6 (58) 1/14 15.4 Test Trench

Ma2tlesium (m2/kg) 3,340 (S8) 2/14 5,459 Test Trench

Manganese (mg/kg) 474 (S8) 3114 5.455 Test Trench

Mercury 0.1° 1114 0.17 Test Trench

Nickel (mg/kg) 13° 1/14 28 Near Surface Soil

Potassium (mg/kg) 929 (58) 3114 1,160 Test Trench &
Near Surface Soil

Selenium (mg/kg) 2° 2/14 655 Test Trench

Thallium (mg/kg) Non 1/14 104 Test Trench
Detection

Organic results reported in fLg/kg. Inorganic results reported in mg/kg.

"

I,
I

* NYSDEC Soil Cleanup Objectives and Cleanup Levels. TAGM #4046, January 1994,

58 - Site backgrmmd value. 8ased on ba~e-wide background study (URS 1995b).

1:\3'::9IIo.",lIr...JO:!4 RODljm
lr-·~1·97: 14:3>
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5.3 Surface WaterlRun-off and Sediment Contamination

Surface water and sediment samples were collected at the toe of the landfill where water from run-off

was obsen'ed to pool after heavy rains. Flowing seeps were not observed during the 51. Since these poob

subsequently infiltrate into the underlying soil or evaporate within a few days. the sediment samples can be

considered to belong to the soil medium.

The level of contamination from run-off and possible seeps was evaluated by comparing sediment/soil

sample analytical data to NYSDEC soil cleanup guidelines (NY5DEC 1992) and the water data to NY5DEC

standards for Class A surface water quality (6 NYCRR 703.5). These comparisons are summarized in Table

2 and shown on Figure A-I (Appendix A). Two of thineen organic compounds and three of seventeen metals

detected in sediment (soil) samples exceeded the soil cleanup guidelines (Table A-I). None of the four organic

compounds detected and three of founeen metals detected exceeded surface water quality standards.

5.4 Groundwater Contamination

Groundwater samples were collected frorn one upgradient monitoring well and three downgradiem

.... ell points that were installed using hand-driven well points. Well points were installed during the 51 instead

of moOltoring wells because of safety concerns in maneuvering drilling equipment to the sample locations and

in conducting drilling activities. Hence, hand driven well points were installed because of the relative ease

of dnving well points to monitor shallow groundwater. Since the monitoring well was installed with a sand

fillt:r around the well screen (whereas the well points were not), the sample from the well contained less

suspended fines which probably accounts for the lower concentration of total metals reponed' in the monitoring

well sample.

Three organic compounds. twenty metals. and cyanide were detected in groundwater. The level of

gr0und\\ ,lIer contamination was evaluated by comparing unfiltered and filtered groundwater samples to

,,\YSDEC standards (6 NYCRR 703.5 and 703.6) and USEPA drinking water standards established by 40 CFR

I~ I and I~~. Resulls of the comparison are summarized in Table 3. One of the three organic compounds

detected and eleven of twenty metals detected in the unfiltered groundwater were present at concentrations

abo\e groundwater standards (Table A-5 l. The concentrations of metals detected in the fi ltered groundwater

J '.JC,~91"""r\finJ]I\:..a ROD/1m
I: =- -,,- 1 : ==
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TABLE 2

CONSTRUCTION SPOILS LANDFILL (LF-024)
CHARACfER OF SURFACE WATER RUN-OFF AND LEACHATE SEEPS

SEDIMENT (SOIl) SAMPLES

Frequency of Detected
Detection Above Maximum

A ~"I •••~ Gujdam:e value Gujdanq: Value Concentration

Acetone 20<f 1;4 300

Benzo(a)pyrene 61· 2/4 130

Antimony (me/kg) 12.6 (SB) 2/4 20.5

Man.eanese (rng/k.e) 474 (SB) 1/4 542

Mercury (me/k.e) 0.1
0

1/4 0.18

WATER SAMPLES

Fre4uency llf Detected
Water OualitY Detection Ahove Maximum

A. ....,.1"... Standardo
• Guidance valUe Concentration

Aluminum (~g/l) 100 III 1.960

Iron (~.e/l) 300 2/2 15.100

Manganese (~2/1) 300 III 1.310

Organic soil results reported in Iotg/kg. Inorganic soil results reported in mg/kg. Aqueous inorganic results
reported in Iotgll.

t

I

* NYSDEC Soil Cleanup Objectives and Cleanup Levels. TAGM #4046. January 1994.

SB - Site background value. Based on base-wide hackground study (URS 1995b).

** - NYSDEC Surface Water and Groundwater Qualiry Standards, 6 NYCRR 703.5.

J:\J~~l Iwp'.nllaXY.!4 ROD/jm
00-27-97: 14:3>

-I ~-
I



TABLE 3

CO:--iSTRL'CTIO:--i SPOILS LA]';DFILL (LF-024)
CHARACTER OF GROU:--iDWATER CO~'TAMINATION

UnfiIteroo Samples Filteroo Samples

~ ~ Freqllel1CY of Ode<:IOO Frequency ot Ode<:IOO
~

OdedJUn~ MItXUllll1ll OelecllOn~ MItXUllllnJ
Gllldltnl,'S'Vltlllt: Conceal U1t Ion GllldllJl\':S' ValliS' Con!sal ration

2·Methylpht:nol I 1/4 2 -- --

Antirnonv 3 1/4 87.6 0/4 NO

Barium 1.000 1/4 1.790 0/4 195

Bervllium 3 1/4 10.3 0/4 NO

Chromium 50 3/4 338 0/4 NO

Iron 300 4:4 250.000 li4 82.700

Lead 15" 3'4 85.9 0/4 NO

Macnesllll1l J5.000 Ji4 65.600 0/4 JJ.700

Manl!lU1ese 300 3,4 15.100 1/4 3.970

Sodium 20.000 1/4 31.300 1/4 28.900

Thallium 4 2/4 9.3 1/4 6.8

Zinc 300 314 2.770 0,4 96

All results reported in J,Lg/l.

*

**

Unless othemisc n\lted. ARARs are ~YSDEC Amhient Watc:r Quality Standards (6 NYCRR 703.5 and
703.6).

USEPA Drinking Water SrandarJs 40 CFR 141.

J ,:t-~~91'\o\.'P,rU\;ll~~ ROO:i.
(,---:.:~ .J" iJ.)..
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samples were considerably less than concentrations reported in the unfiltered samples. reflecting the effect of

sample turbidity on the total metais concentration. In the filtered samples, only four metals (iron, manganese,

sodium, and thallium) exceeded groundwater standards at one weB point location. In the groundwater sample

from the upgradient monitoring well, only one metal (an unfiltered iron sample) exceeded groundwater

standards. In addition. the concentrations of metals in the upgradient unfiltered sample were significantly lower

than concentrations reported in the well point samples (see Figure A-5, Appendix A).

6.0 SUl\iIMARY OF SITE RISKS

A human health risk assessment was conducted to estimate current and future risks at the site if no

Remedial Action was taken. Chemicals selected for use in evaluation of risks are indicated on _Table 4.

Compounds were chosen based on frequency of detection, chemical-specific toxicity information, and

exceedance of background levels (for inorganics only).

6.1 Human Health Risk Assessment

Five steps are followed in assessing site-related human health risks: Haz.ard Identification - determines

the contaminants of concern at the site based on toxicity, frequency of occurrence, and concentration.

Exposure Assessment - estimates the magnitude of actual and/or potential human exposures, the frequency and

duration of these exposures. and the pathways (e.g.• dermal contact with soil) by which humans potentially are

exposed. Toxicity Assessment - determines adverse health effects associated with chemical exposures, and the

relationship between magnitude of exposure (dose) and severity of adverse effects (response). Toxicity values

used for analytes 04' concern in this study are provided in Appendix B. Risk Characteriz.ation - summarizes

and combines outputs of the exposure and toxicity assessments to provide a quantitative assessment of site

related risks. Uncenainty Analysis - qualifies the quantitative results of the risk assessment based upon the

uncertainty associated with the assumptions made in the analysis. Generally. assumptions made in the

assessment process are conservative, so that actual risk is unlikely to be greater than the estimated risk. For

example, groundwater total metal results were used to assess risk associated with groundwater ingestion as

opposed to the filtered metals data. However, groundwater used for drinking water would be better represented

by filtered (no solids) data. hence risks are overestimated. Consequently. the HRA for LF-024 is not to be

taken as a characterization of absolute risk, but rather, as an overestimation of the actual risk.

J '."291 'wpllin.ltl24 ROD/jm
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TABLE 4

CONSTRUCTION SPOILS LANDFILL (LF.Q24)
CHEMICALS OF POTENTIAL CONCERN

SUMMARY TABLE

CHEMICAL TOXICITY GROUNDWATER SURFACE SOIL SOIL

Methylene Chlonde C X X X

Acetone X X

2-Butanone X X

Acenaohthylene X X

Anthracene X X

Benzoic ACid X

Benzo(a)anthracene C X X

Benzo(alovrene C X X

Benzo(b)f1uoranthene C X X

Benzoiklf1uoranthene C X X

Benzo(Q.h.I)De~lene X X

bis(2-Elhv1hexv!lohthalale C X X X

Butvtbenzvtohlhalate C X X

Ch~ene C X X

Diethyfphlhalate X X

Di-n-butvlohthalate X X

Fluoranlhene X X

Fluorene X

Indeno(1.2.3-edlpvrene C X X

2-Methvlnaphthaiene X X

2-Methyfphenol C X

Naohthalene X X

4-Nitroanliine X X

Phenanthrene X X

pyrene X X

Aluminum X
Anbmon.... X

Arsenic C X X X
Banum X X

Beryllium C X

Chromium (III) X

Chromium (VI) C X
Cobalt X

Cyanide X

Lead C X

Manganese X X X

Mercury X'

NICkel X

Selenium X

Thallium X X

Vanadium X

Zinc X

Notes

X - Indicates chemical of potential concern

C - Chemical IS ClasSified as a carcinogen

• J7-
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Two human exposure scenarios were evaluated as part of the risk assessment at LF-024.

I) Current Site Conditions - This scenario assumes that the site will remain undeveloped and will be

accessible to trespassers. Potentially exposed populations include teenage (ages 13 through 18) and

adult (ages 18 and over) trespassers. Potential exposure pathways include dermal contact with and

incidental ingestion of soil.

2) Future Site Conditions - This scenario assumes that the site will be remediated and developed for

industrial use. Potentially exposed populations include construction workers during site development

and industrial workers after site development. Potential exposure pathways include dermal contact

with and incidental ingestion of soil. inhalation of fugitive dust. and ingestion of groundwater.

Current federal guidelines for acceptable exposures are expressed as an individual lifetime excess total

cancer risk in the range of 10-4 to 10.6 and a maximum total hazard index (which reflects noncancer risks) equal

to one. A hazard index (HI) greater than one indicates a potential for adverse health effects.

The results of the HRA are summarized in Table 5. For current site conditions. cancer risks and

hazard indices for potentially exposed populations are below federal guidelines. and risks to human health

posed by site contaminants are acceptable. For projected future site conditions. cancer risks fall near the upper

end of the acceptable range specified by federal guidelines; however. hazard indices for both construction and

maintenance workers (HI = 20 for the inhalation of fugitive dust) and industrial workers (HI = 10 for the

ingestion of groundwater) are above federal guidelines. Therefore. there is a potential for adverse health

effects. Inhalation of fugitive dust is the pathway of conC'ern for construction workers. and ingestion of

groundwater is the pathway of concern for industrial workers. Manganese is the primary constituent driving

the unacceptable health risk for both soil and groundwater. with minor contribution from aluminum, antimony.

barium, and vanadium in groundwater.

Groundwater at the site currently is not used as a source of drinking water and is unlikely to be used

in the future given the extremely limited yield capacity of the shallow water-bearing zone. The assumptions

concerning risks associated with groundwater ingestion are also conservative given that the analysis was

performed using total metals data from turbid groundwater samples.

J IJ<lQII"plJinaltJ24.ROD/Jm
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TABLE 5

CONSTRUCTION SPOILS LANDFILL(LF-024)
CANCER RISKS AND HAZARD INDICES FOR MULTIPLE PATHWAYS

'-:J.

EXPOSURE PATHWAY

Dermal contact with soil

TOTAL EXPOSURE CANCER RISK

TOTAL EXPOSURE HAZARD INDEX

CURRENT USE FUTURE USE

TRESPASSER CONSTRUCTION

TEENAGER WORKER

CANCER RISK HAZARD INDEX CANCER RISK HAZARD INDEX

SUBCHRONIC SUBCHRONIC

NV NV NV NV NV NV NV NV

BE-07 2E-02 2E-07 2E-02 1E-07 BE-01 SE-07 4E-02

NA NA NA NA 2E-oB 2E+01 NA NA

ABBREVIATlONS:

NV - No Value (Dermal absorption factors were not available for CPCs.)

NA - Not Applk:able



6.2 ECQIOJical Risk Assessment

An ecological risk assessment was not performed for LF-024 as part of the SI. Also, the ecological

risks to potentially impacted terrestrial organisms exposed to contaminated fill and groundwater are expected

to be negligible. Because of the limited area of the landfill (approximately I acre), effects orr populations of

small burrowing mammals (e.g., the meadow mouse) are expected to be minimal and likely to impact only

animals with a home range restricted to the fill limits. Contaminants associated with groundwater also are

unlikely to affect area ecology significantly, since exposure to groundwater is limited and the metals plume

is confined to the area immediately downgradient of the landfill.

7.0 DEVELOPMENT OF REMEDIAL ALTERNATIVE

7,1 SelectiQn Qf the Presumptive Remedy fQr Military Landfills

Based on information acquired as a result of past experience with the Superfund Program, the USEPA

has developed the presumptive remedy approach to accelerate the remediation process. Presumptive remedies

are preferred technologies for common categories of sites (e.g., landfills) that are based on historical patterns

of remedy selection and on scientific and engineering evaluations of technology performance. The

presumptive remedy approach is a tool for expediting of the remedial process developed by the Office of

Federal Facilities Restoration and Reuse.

In keeping with this approach, a remedial investigation/feasibility study (RIfFS) was not prepared for

LF-024. Instead, existing site data have been usedto perform a risk assessment which provides thl' basis for

the development of a remedial approach that analyzes the various components of the presumptive remedy.

The presumptive remedy for CERCLA landfills meeting the criteria specified by the USEPA' s

guidance is source containment (USEPA 1996). The decision whether the containment presumptive remedy

applies to a specific military landfill is subject to a·step-by-step analysis of site-specific conditions with respect

to the USEPA guidance criteria. The decision framework for evaluating the applicability of the presumptive

remedy is provided in Figure 5. Specific-site circumstances which dictate the appropriateness of this approach

Include the types of waste present, volume of landfill contents, land use plans, and hydrogeologic and safety

J ,~H::91 \""p\flnal()~~ ROD/Jm
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considerations. Within the decision framework, the effects of land use are considered first followed by a

detennination of whether the landfill contents meet the definition of municipal-type waste. Municipal wastes

are defined to include household and commercial and industrial solid waste, with less quantities of hazardous

waste. ~lilitary-specific waste which may pose unique safety risks are afforded special consideration.

Based on infonnation presented in the 51 report and summarized in Sections 2.0 and 3.0, and land use

plans for the site. the containment presumptive remedy is an appropriate remedy for remediation of LF-02~.

Currently. PARC has no plans for the development of the property. In addition. restrictions on future use of

the property will be enforced to prevent any adverse actions leading to the deterioration of the landfill cap.

'thereby ensuring source containment. Although the landfill is relatively small (approximately I acre in size),

excavation and consolidation would not be preferred given the difficulties associated with the disposal of the

waste. Excavation is impractical for several reasons. The excavation and incorporation of the waste within

other onsite landfills is not an option since these landfills either have been closed or placement of the waste

would impinge on existing wetlands. Excavation and removal of the waste to an offsite landfill also would

not be beneficial from a cost perspective. Finally, the contents of the landfill meet the guidance definition for

municipal-type waste, and includes a high proportion of nonhazardous C&D debris. The presence of military

type waste in LF-024 has not been documented. and was not observed during SI activities. Levels of

contamination associated with the fill indicate a low level of risk commensurate with source containment.

7.2 Remedial Action Objectives

Remedial action objectives' are medium-specific goals for protecting human health and the

environment, and provide the basis for selection of an appropriate remedial action. Results of the HRA

indicate that there is no risk of adverse health effects from direct contact (either incidental ingestion or skin

contact) with contaminated soiVfill. However. there is a potential health risk to construction workers from the

inhalation of fugitive dust during site remediation operations which include excavation and earth-moving

activities. A comparison of analytical results from soiVfill samples with New York State guidelines indicates

the onsite soiVfili contamination is minimal. Manganese is the primary constitute driving the fugitive dust

hazard index as discussed in the risk assessment (Section 3.1). On this basis. the following remedial action

objecti ve has been established:

} .1<:q I '''p,rin.I(j:~ ROO/,m
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• Pre\ent construction workers from inhaling contaminated fugitive dust resulting from earth-moving

acti\ities during site remediation and post-closure maintenance operations.

The HRA also indicates that there is a potential health risk if a groundwater well is installed on. or

Immediately downgradient of. the site and utilized for drinking water. At present. there are no drinking water

wells on site. The potential risk is attributed primarily to the presence of manganese at elevated concentrations

in groundwater. with antimony. barium. and vanadium contributing to a lesser degree to the hazard index. On

this basis. the following remedial action objective has been established:

• Prevent human ingestion of contaminated groundwater on and immediately downgradient of the site.

In addition to the potential. chemically-related health-risks described above, the presence of exposed

C&D debris which protrudes from the surface of the landfill poses a potential safety hazard. Consequently.

the following remedial action objective has been established:

Eliminate potential physical hazards to onsite workers and maintenance personnel.

7.3 Development of the Remedial Alternatjn

The containment presumptive remedy consists of five remedial response actions which are evaluated

separately with respect to LF-024. The five component parts of the presumptive remedy include:

• Land fi II cap

• Source area groundwater cLntrol to contain plume

Leachate collection and treatment

Landfill gas collection and treatment

Institutional controls 10 supplement engineering controls

According to USEPA guidance. response actions for individual sites are required to include only those

componenb thaI are necessary. based on site-specific conditions. An evaluation of each of the remedial

component!- is provided below.

J \1<cQI \"·r\ftnal()c~ RODIJrn
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A landfill cap is a necessary component of the remedial action for LF-024. It IS required in

conjunction with the removal of exposed surface C&D debris which presents a physical safety hazard and IS

a remedial action objective for this site. The landfill cap will serve to separate further the fill and debris from

surface exposure. The cap will incorporate erosion control measures to reduce the effects of rain and wind:

and will provide a growth medium for the long-term maintenance of the landfill cover.

Groundwater contamination at the site is limited to the presence of metals which were detected in

turbid groundwater samples. Groundwater control and leachate collection are unnecessary components of the

remediation since the dissolved contaminants. which form the greatest concern to groundwater ingestion. are

readily absorbed by sediments and immobile in groundwater. Therefore the metals contamination would have

an insignificant impact on the nearby Salmon River. Preventing the ingestion of groundwater at the site (a

major remedial action objective) will be addressed by institutional controls to prohibit the local use of

groundwater. Landfill gas collection and treatment is an unnecessary component of the remediation. since air

monitoring results indicate that there is no appreciable landfill gas emissions.

Institutional controls are a necessary component for remediation at LF-024 and are required to: (1 )

restrict groundwater use and limit site development, (2) provide for the continued protection and maIntenance

of the landfill cap. and (3) provide notice of potential health risks associated with remediation and development

of the site.

Specific alternatives for the two remedial components considered appropriate for LF-024 (i.e .. landfill

cap and institutional controls). are discussed below.

Laodfill Ccap: Three potential options for the landfill cap include: I) a double barrier (RCRA-based)

cap; 2) a single barrier (NYSDEC Part 360-based) cap and 3) native soil cover (i.e .. naturally occurring).

Individual components of these caps are described below. Each option was evaluated with respect to

effectiveness (i.e .. the ability to meet the remedial action objectives and to protect human health and the

environment). implementability (both administrative and technical). and cost.

All three landfill caps are expected to be effective. Any of the caps. if properly designed and

maintained. would prevent direct contact by humans with onsite soiVfil1. gradually diminish leachate

J 'J~!91\\ol;p\flnal()!~ ROD/Jm
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generation and groundwater contamination. and reduce risks associated with physical hazards and the

InhalatIOn of fugitive dust.

The technical implementability (i.e., constructability) of the three caps is related to the components

summarized below:

Double Barrier Cap includes a gas collection, clay layer. flexible membrane liner, sand drainage layer,

filter fabric. soil layer for frost protection. topsoil. and vegetative cover.

Sin~1e Barrier Cap includes a gas collection layer, a low penneability layer (or flexible membrane

lInen. a soil layer for frost protection. topsoil. and vegetative cover.

;\ati\e Soil Cap includes a soil layer, topsoil. and vegetative cover.

Based on the components required, the double barrier cap and single barrier cap would be more

difficult to construct. whereas the native soil cover would be comparatively easier to construct. Both barrier

caps would be particularly difficult to construct on LF-024 because a portion of the surface is heavily forested

Complete clearing and grubbing of the site prior to cap construction is undesirable. since the significant

\ egetation protects the surface against erosion.

Cap costs depend largely on the number of components and total cap thickness. A native soil cover

IS the least costly landfill cap. An order of magnitude estimate for the construction of a 12-inch native soil

cover is 559,000 for this I-acre site. The construction cost for a single barrier cap (without a gas collection

layer) is estimated to be over four times greater tl.:l0 the native soil cover. The construction cost of the double

barrier cap is estimated to be significantly (approximately 20 to 40 percent) greater than the single barrier cap.

Operatiom and maintenance (O&M) costs for the double barrier cap are expected to be the highest. O&M

...·(l't' for a single barrier cap are expected to be lower than the double barrier, but significantly higher than for

a nati \e soi I cO\·er.

Instltytional Controls: Appropriate institutional controls to be implemented for LF-024 include

restrictions that limit site development and prOlect the integrity of the cap. In addition, institutional controls
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are necessary to address remedial action objecti ves including water use restrictions that prohibit the use of

groundwater as a potable water source on and immediately downgradient of the site. These institutional

controls will be implemented by PARC which is responsible for management of the property

Implementation of these remedial measures will require continued groundwater monitoring. Including

five-year site reviews to evaluate the effectiveness of the remedial measures. These remedIal measures and

the rationale for their selection are supported by USEPA guidance.

8.0 COl\IPARATIVE ANALYSIS OF ALTERNATIVES SU:\IMARY

Nine criteria are utilized for the evaluation of an alternative as specified \n the ~CP and discussed in

detail in the RUFS guidance (USEPA 1988). These nine criteria are listed and described in Table 6. The

evaluation of the recommended remedial alternative at LF-024 with respect to these nine criteria is presented

below.

Overall Protection of Human Health and the Environment - The remedial alternative selected for Lf

024 will reduce human health risk to acceptable levels. The construction of a landfill cap. in conjunction with

the removal/realignment of protruding construction debris. will eliminate physical hazards while protecting

onsite industrial workers from the possible inhalation of fugitive dust. In addition. the landfill cap effectively

will reduce long-term leaching impacts on groundwater quality. reducing risks associated with groundwater

ingestion.

The implementation of institutional contrc1s (including deed and lease prOVisions to limit site

development.- protect the integrity of the cap. and prohibit groundwater use) would ensure continued

protection. Notice of potential inhalation risks and. health and safety measures required during earth moving

activities. will further protect site construction workers. Regular inspection of the cap will ensure that the cap

remains effective in meeting the remedial objectives. The groundwater monitoring program will assist in

evaluating the adequacy of controls to protect downgradient receptors.

Compliance with Applicable or Relevant and Appropriate Requirements (ARARs) - In general.

exceedances of groundwater ARARs (see Section 2.4.4) are minimal and are believed to be due to the high

J ":'JI "p,f,naI1l2a ROD/Jm
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TABLE 6

CO;\STRLCTIO;\ SPOILS LAl\'DFILL (LF-024)
EVALLATION CRITERIA

Criteria Description
No.

I Overall Protection of Human Health and the Enyironment - Protectiveness is the primary
requirement of remedial action at hazardous waste sites. Evaluation of this cri teriLln
involves an assessment of how an alternative achieves protection over time and how site
risks are reduced.

2 Compliance with ARARs - Compliance with ARARs includes compliaOl.:e with chemical-
specific. action-spedtic, and location-spedfk requirements.

3 LOOi-term Effectiyeness and permam:ncc: - This aiterion requires an assessment of: (a)
the magnitude of residual risk after remediation; (b) the adequacy of controls to meet
required performance ~citkatiLlns. both initially and into the future; and (c) the reliability
of controls from an operational standpoint.

4 Reduction of Toxicjty MobiliC' or Volume: aMY) - This criterion addresses the statutory
preference. expressed in the Superfund Amendments and Reauthorization Act (SARA).
for remedies that employ treatment as a principal element. I! includes an assessment of
the magnitude. signitican~·e. and irreversihility llf treatment. as well as an evaluation llf the
Npe and quantit\' Llf residuals remaininl! after treatment.

S Short-term EffC:L:tivs:nc:ss - This criterion indudes the short-term impacts of an alternative
(i.e .. during implementation) upon the surrounding cLlmmunity. onsite workers. and the
en\' ironment. It also addresses the time required for the alternative to satisfy remedial
action objectives.

6 Implementability - Implementahility includes many l)f the practical aspectS associated with
implementation of the remedial alternative, such as the ability to construct and operate
remedial technologies. the reliahility of the technologies, ease of undertaking additional
remedial action, if necessary. ahilit) to m\lDitor the alternative's effectiveness. availability
of required materials and services. permit requirements. and need to coordinate with \lther
al!enCles.

7 ~ - This quantitative evaluatilln criterion indudes the capital and opc::rationimaintenan;,:e:
costs associated with each alternative. as well as its tlltal nresent worth.

8 Stale AL:L:eplan~'e: - This crilerilln e-valuates the technical and administrative iSsues and
concerns the Stale may have re!:!ardin!:! an alternative.

i

9 Communic' AL'~'e:ptan;e: - This criterillO evaillate~ the issues and (\lncerns the: puhli~' rna)
have rel!ardin~ an alternative.
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turbidity of the groundwater samples. Human health can be protected adequately by preventing groundwater

use on and immediately downgradient of the site until such time as groundwater quality is confinned or

kaching effects are sufficiently diminished. Construction of the cap with proper drainage control and

continued monitoring will protect against a release of contaminants exceeding ARARs in near-~urface ~oil and

fill. It is anticipated that acceptable levels of metals will be obtained in groundwater within the first year of

cap construction.

NYSDEC regulations. namely 6NYCRR Part 360 Solid Waste Management Facilities leffective

January 14. 1995). are the most important action-specific ARARs for LF-024. They regulate closure and final

design for landfills. The recommended remedial al~emative is compliant with these regulations and complies

with all action- and location-specific ARARs.

Lon~-TennEffectjveness and Perfonnance - The remedial action objectives established for LF-024

will be addressed by the remedy. Health risk associated with the future inhalation of fugitive dust and physical

hazards related to protruding debris will be eliminated by surface contouring and capping. Risks associated

with the ingestion of groundwater will be controlled by implementing institutional controls on groundwater

use. In addition. the gradual reduction in groundwater contamination will be achieved by diminished landfill

leaching over time and. ultimately. by the natural attenuation of the groundwater contaminants.

The site monitoring program and five-year site reviews represent additional components that will be

used to evaluate the effectiveness of remedial measures and. consequently. to protect human health and the

environment.

Reduction of Toxicity. Mobility. and volume CIMV) - A treatment technology to reduce TMV is not

included in the alternative. Groundwater contamination at the site is limited to metals which are relatively

immobile in groundwater due to the high affinity of dissolved metals for solid surfaces. Consequently the

metals contamination would have an insignificant impact on the Salmon River. Health risks associated with

the ingestion of metals (primarily manganese) will be controlled by limiting infiltration and landfill leaching.

and by restrictions on groundwater use on and immediately downgradient of the landfill.

J .~_~':I)I \l.p\tinal()1~ ROD/Jm
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Short-Term Effectivenes" - Construction of the alternative will require some earth-~ork for site

grading Dunng the construction period including intrusive activities during site development. short-term

Impach to \\ orkers and the environment is possible via inhalation of fugiti ve dust. However. these impacts

can be mitigated easily by instituting conventional health and safety measures. It is estimated that

comtructlOnlimplementatlon of remedial measures will require less than one year. The remedial action

oblectives wIll be met upon completion of construction and the incorporation of deed restrictions on the use

of groundwater.

Implementabjlit} - The technologies proposed for the alternative are conventional and are expected

to be constructed with little. if any. difficulty. Cap construction and grading in wooded areas is expected to

present the greatest difficultly during construction. Materials required for construction (i.e., topsoil and

common borrow) are a\ailable.

Qlli - The capital cost includes the cost of cap construction and implementation of deed restrictions.

The capital cost eqimate for this alternative is $59,000. O&M costs include annual monitoring, and cap

inspection and repair. The estimated annual O&M cost is $6,000. The present worth cost of the annual 0&\1

co ...1. based on a _~Hl-year period at an interest rate of 6 percent, is S77 ,000 (Table 7).

State Acceptance - The NYSDEC has provided input during the preparation of the SI and HRA and

concurs with the remedial alternative.

CommuOlt) Acceptance - Community acceptance of the recommended alternative has been obtained.

Public comments solicited from the community during the public comment period and responses to these

comment, are provided in Appendices 0 and E.

In accordance with the ;-;CP. the recommended alternative is protective of human health and the

c'll\ 11'1 \nll1~n!. \\ ill comr1: \\ llh .-\RARs and is cost effective. The recommended alternati\e IS not a permanent

... olu[lon ... Inee It does not include treatment. However, it follows the NCP and USEPA guidance which

... pecifies containment as the presumptive remedy for landfills.
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TABLE 7

COST ESTIMATE SUMMARY FOR TilE SELECfED REMEDY

UNIT QUANTITY UNIT COST TOTAL COST
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9.0 THE SELECTED REMEDY

Plattsburgh AFB has selected for remediation of LF-024 the presumptive remedy designated by the

L'SEPA for military landfills consisting of containment with a native soil cap and institutional controls.

CSEPA approval and !\YSDEC concurrence are expected. The selected remedy is protective of human health

and the environment. and is cost effective. The alternative includes the following elements:

l'ative Soil Cap - A 12-inch native soil cap consisting of naturally occurring soils with a 9-inch layer

of inorganic soil. a 3-inch topsoil layer. and a vegetative cover, will be established at LF-024 as a supplement

to the existing soil cap to ensure fugitive dust control. Soil for capping will be chemically analyzed before It

is utilized at LF-024. Large trees (i.e., those over 6 inches in diameter) may be left in place during soil cover

establishment pro\ided the trees do not interfere with the attainment of the remedial goal or the maintenance

of poslti\e surface water run-off and erosion control. Soil layers will be compacted to reduce permeability and

the site cap will be constructed to control surface water run-off and control erosion. The soil cover \vill be

Inspected on an annual basis with repairs/replacement of the cap as required.

Institutional Controls - Restrictions will be imposed to limit development of any structure on the

landfill site which would adversely effect human health and safety. Deed and lease agreements will include

appropriate restrictions to prevent any adverse action leading to the deterioration of the landfill cap to include

prohibition from installing any wells for drinking water or aoy other purpose which could result in the use of

the underlying groundwater and the prohibition against any excavation of the landfill cap without prior

appro\ al of ;";ew York State Department of Environmental Conservation. In addition. notice is to be provided

in deed and lease agreements to warn of potential short-term health risks from inhalation of dust during site

construction activities. Area groundwater usev.·ill be restricted as shown on Figure 3 u.,d includes the area

enL'ompassing the landfill and groundwater pathway between the landfill and the Salmon River.

\lnllitorin~ - Long-term groundwater monitoring will be performed and analyzed to evaluate

groundwater quality dunng the post-closure period (30 years). Groundwater samples will be collected using

a 10\\ -tlo\\ pump from three shallow downgradient monitoring wells. which will be installed near the

respecti\e locations of the SI well points (See Figure A-5 - Appendix A). An additional well will be located

100 feet farther downgradient. between the landfill and the Salmon River to serve as a sentry well to monitor
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plume containment. A groundwater sample also will be collected from the existing upgradient monitoring

well to provide a background comparison. Samples will be collected following well purging and analyzed for

total metals (i.e .. target analyte list inorganics). Sampling will be conducted semi-annually for the first five

years after the cap is constructed. and annually thereafter. Monitoring results will be reviewed by the l'SAF.

USEPA. and NYSDEC. Detailed instructions for the conduct of the groundwater monitoring program will

be included in the site's Operation and Maintenance Plan and implemented as part of the Record of Decision

(ROD).

Five-Year Site Review - Every five years. data generated by the monitoring program will be reviev.:ed

to evaluate the effectiveness of remedial measures. Modifications to the extent of site monitoring efforts will

be recommended at that time.

10.0 STATUTORY DETERMINATIONS

The remedial action selected for implementation at LF-024 is consistent with CERCLA and. to the

extent practicable. the NCP. The selected remedy is protective of human health and the environment. attains

ARARs. and is cost effective. The selected remedy uses permanent solutions and alternative treatment

technologies or resource recovery technologies to the maximum extent practicable for this site. However. it

does not satisfy the statutory preference for treatment which permanently and significantly reduces the

mobility. toxicity. or 'Volume of hazardous substances as a principal element.

10.1 The Selected Remedy is Protectiye or Human Health and the Environment

The remedy at LF-024 will permanently reduce the potential future risk posed to human health and

the environment through engineering controls (i.e .• construction of a native soil cap). as well as institutional

controls (i.e.. restrictions on the future development of the site and the use of groundwater as a potable supply

source). The construction of the cap. as well as its inspection every five years and any required repair. will

effectively eliminate the risks posed by the inhalation of fugitive dust and physical hazards associated with

protruding construction debris.
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The Site cap will be constructed so that soil layers are compacted to reduce penneability. and to control

surface water runoff and erosion. These features will reduce offsite migration of contaminants by surface

runoff and groundwater. Finally. implementation of the selected remedy will not pose unacceptable short-tenn

risks th.lt cannot be mitigated easily by instituting conventional health and safety measures. In addition. no

ad\'erse en\ ironmental Impacts are expected from implementation of the remedy.

10.2 The Selected Remed)' Attains ARARs

The remedy will comply with all applicable or relevant and appropriate chemical-. action-. and

location-"pecific requirements (ARARs). Compliance with the chemical-specific ARARs will be achieved

gradually through the process of natural degradation and attenuation. Federal and state ARARs are presented

below.

ChenllCal-specific

• RCRA Ha::ardo/ls ~\iaste Toxicity Characteristic Limit. 40 CFR 261 - Establishes standards for

soil.

• fJ NYCRR 700-705 Water Quality Regulations - Establishes standards for groundwater.

• USEPA Sore Drinking Water Act. National Primary and Secondary Drinking Water Regulations (40

CFR Parts 141 and 143) - Establishes standards for potable sources.

Action-speCIfic

.\TSDECSolid Waste Management Facility Rules 6 NYCRR Part 360 Effective January 14. 1995 

Establishes criteria for solid waste landfills and specifies closure and post-closure procedures

• .,\'YSDEC Dil'ision of Air Resources Regulation (6NYCRR Parts 200-202. 257) - Establishes

regulations

J ,_1~:()1 '''''I"',flOJ.III~~ ROD/1m
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applicable to particulate matter (e.g., fugitive dusts) entrained in air during clearing,

grading. and coyer system construction activities.

·33-



• Clean Air Act (40 CFR Part 50) - Establishes regulations applicable to particulate matter (e.g.,

fugitive dusts) entrained in air during clearing. grading, and cover system construction

activities.

,

•

• Occupational Safety and Health Administration Regulations (29 CFR Pans /904. /9/0. and /9/6; -

Establishes regulations applicable to all work conducted on site.

Location-specific

• National Environmental Policy Act of1969 (NEPA) (40 CFR Pan 1501) - The Department of the Air

Force revised their protocols to be in compliance with :'-I"EPA. The revision provides policy

and guidance for consideration of environmental matters in the Air Force decision-making

process.

• Section 404 of the Clean Water Act and 40 CFR 230 - Protects waters of the United States. including

aquatic and wetland habitats.

• New York State Use and Protection of Waters (6 NYCRR 608) - Protects streams including Class A,

B, and cen from disturbances or adverse impacts through a permitting process.

• New York State Water Quality Classifications (6 NYCRR 701-703) - Classifies and protects

groundwater. streams, and other water bodies.

10.3 Other Criteria. Adyjsories. or Guidance to be Considered for this Remedial Action

NYSDEC soil TBCs (TAGM #4046. 1994) will not be met since treatment is not included in the

alternative. However, the NYSDEC concurred with the recommended alternative since TBCs are guidance

rather than promulgated standards and the remedy adequately protects human health and the environment.

In addition, surface water and groundwater results were compared \\ fth :"-'YSDEC ambient water quality

guidance values (TOGS 1.1.1. 1993). Overall, contaminant levels in groundwater are considered to be
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minimal: therefore. human health can be protected by prohibiting its use on, and immediately downgradient

of the site. Construction of a cap with proper drainage controls and continued monitoring will protect surface

water and sediment quality.

10.4 Cost-Effectiveness

The selected remedy is cost-effective. in that, it provides an effective remedy at a significantly lower

cost than the other capping alternati yes evaluated. In selecting this remedy, the overall effecti veness of each

capping alternative was evaluated by assessing three relevant criteria: ability to protect human health and the

eo\lronment. implementability. and cost. Including the cap construction and implementation of deed

restriction. the capital cost is estimated to be $59,000. O&M costs include groundwater monitoring. and cap

Inspection and repair. The estimated annual O&M cost is $6,000. The present worth cost of the annual O&M

cost. based on a 30-year period at an interest rate of 6 percent. is $77,000.

10.5 l:tilization of Permanent Solutions and Alternative Treatment TechnoloKies (or Resource

RecoHP' TechnoloKies) to the Maximum Extent Practicable

The selected remedy uses permanent solutions and alternative treatment technologies to the extent

practicable for this sileo The remedy will eliminate the risks associated with inhalation of fugiti ve dust and

groundwater. Monitoring and five-year site reviews will be used to measure its long-tenn effectiveness in

protecting human health and the environment. However, the remedy will not reduce the toxicity, mobility. and

volume of contaminated site media. Regular inspection of the cap will ensure that the cap remains effective

in meeting the remedial objective.

10.6 The Selected Remed)' Does Not Satjsb the Preference for Treatment Which Permanently and

Si2nificantb Reduces the Toxicity, Mobilit)·, or Volume of the Hazardous Substances as a

Principal Element

Because treatment of the principal threats at the site was found to be impracticable. this remedy does

not satisfy the statutory preference for treatment as a principal element of the remedy. Treatment technologies

were conSIdered during the identification. development. and initial screening of alternatives. but were
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considered to be infeasible for the LF-024 landfill site. The fact that there are no definable onsite hot spots

that represent the major sources of contamination preclude a remedy in which contaminants could be excavated

and treated effectively.

11.0 DOCUMENTATION OF NO SIGNIFICANT CHANGES

Plattsburgh AFB presented a Proposed Plan for the preferred alternative for remediation of LF-024

in ~ovember 1996. The preferred alternative includes:

• Clearing the site

• Establishing a continuous soil cover

• Managing surface water runoff to minimize erosion of the cover and minimize maintenance

requirements

• Establishing vegetation to minimize erosion of the final cover and enhance evapotranspiration

• Placing institutional controls in property deed an lease agreements to prevent adverse actions

leading to deterioration of the cap and prohibitions on local use of groundwater.

• Developing a post-closure plan development to monitor. maintain. and inspect the site

• Monitor groundwater

• Conducting five-year reviews

The chosen remedial action does not differ from the preferred alternative presented in the Proposed

Plan.

12.0 STATE ROLE

The NYSDEC. on behalf of the State of New York. has reviewed the various alternatives and has

indicated its support for the selected remedy. It also has reviewed the 51 and Proposed Plan to determine if

the selected remedy complies with applicable or relevant and appropriate New York State environmental laws

and regulations. The NY5DEC concurs with the selected remedy for the LF-024. A copy of the declaration

of concurrence is attached as Appendix C.
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GLOSSARY

Adm/llistrali\'l'Record' A file established and maintained in compliance with Section lI3(K) of CERCLA.
con"lsting of InformatIon upon v.hich the lead agency bases its final decisions on the selection of remedial
method(,,) for a Superfund site. The Administrative Record is available to the public.

Applicahle or Relemnl and Appropriate Requirements (ARARs): ARARs include any state or federal statute
or regulation that pertains to protection of public health and the environmental in addressing certain site
conditions or using a particular remedial technology at a Superfund site. A state law to preserve wetland areas
j, an example of an ARAR. lJSEPA must consider whether a remedial alternative meets ARARs as part of
the process for selecting a remedial alternative for a Superfund site.

AquUer.· A water-bearing formation or group of formations.

Carcinogenic. Exposure to a particular level of a potential carcinogen may produce cancer.

Cnmpre!lensi\'e EflI'ironmental Response, Compensation. and Liability Act (CERCLA j: A federal law passed
In 1980 and modified in 1986 by the Superfund Amendments and Reauthorization Act (SARA). The act
requires federal agencies to investigate and remediate abandoned or uncontrolled hazardous waste sites.

C&D Debris: Building waste resulting from construction and demolition activities.

Emlol:ical Receptors: Fauna or flora in a given area that could be affected by contaminants in surface soils.
surface water. and/or sediment.

GrollndI\·ater: \Vater found beneath the earth's surface that fills pores within materials such as sand. soil.
gra\el. and cracks in bedrock. and often serves as a source of drinking water.

HDPE. High Density Polyethene. plastic material often used to cover municipal and hazardous waste landfills.

Inorganic Compounds: A class of naturally occurring compounds that includes metals. cyanide. nitrates.
"ulfate". chlorides. carbonate. bicarbonate. and other oxide complexes.

Installation Restoration Program (/RPj: The U.S. Air Force subcomponent of the Defense Environment
Restoration Program (DERP) that specifically deals with investigating and remediating sites associated with
"uspected releases of toxic and hazardous materials from past activities. The DERP was established to clean
up hazardous waste disposal and spill sites at Department of Defense facilities nation-wide.

Landfill Cap.' A cover system for the landfill.

Leaclwte: Solution produced by percolating liquid in contact with contaminated matter.

\'Cp. VaT" 01:0' Or! and Hu:u rdolls SlIhstu/lce Continge/lC\' Pla/l. A federal la\\ gO\'emJn~ hazarJou'
"ubstance" 1..+0 CFR Part 300. 1990 I.

.",:arional Priorities List: USEPA's list of the most serious uncontrolled or abandoned hazardous waste sites
identified for possible long-term remedial action under the Superfund program.

.\O/lcarC'il/ogenic:· Exposure to a particular level of a potential noncarcinogen may produce adverse health
effech.
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Organic Compoundi: Any chemical..:umpuunJ:- huilt lIn the ..:arhlln ahlln. (i.e .. methane. prllpane. et..:.)

PAHs: Polynuclear Aromatic Hydrocarhuns, llften a:>sociated with (umhustion pruccss and distillation tars.

PCBs: Polychlorinated Biphenyls, formerly used as a lubricant and transformer coolant.

ppb: Parts per billion.

ppm: Parts per million.

RCRA: Resource Conservation and Recuvery Ai.:t.

Record ofDecision (ROD): A public document that explains the remedial alternative: tu he: u~e:J at a :\.H1unal
Priorities List (NPL) site. The ROD is hased on infurmation and techni..:al analysis ge:ncr~itc:d Juring the

. Remedial Investigation, and on consideration of the puhlic comments and community ":(1n..:crn~ rc:.:cive:d lln
the Proposed Plan. The ROD includes a Responsiveness Summary uf puhlic ..:umments.

Remedial ACTion: A long-term action that stops or suhstantially redu..:es a release or threat of a release of
hazardous substances that is serious hut not an immediate threat to human health or the envir(lnment.

Remedial Alternatives: Opti(lns evaluated III adJress the suurL'e and/llr migratilln llf (llntdminanL, td meet
health-based or ecology-hased remediatilln goals

Remedial Investigation (R/): The Remedial Investigation determines the nature, exlent. and :l)mpll~ilion uf
contamination at a hazardous waste site, and Jire..:lS the types llf remedial uptiuns that are de,dllpeJ in the
Feasibility Study.

SACM: Superfund Accelerated Cleanup Model.

SARA: The Superfund Amendments and Reauthorization Act of 1986 amended the 1980 CERCLA. The
amendments that re-authorized the federal Su~rfund which had expired in 1985 and estahlished the prderence
for remedies that permanently reduce toxicity, vulume, or muhility (If hazardous (l Jnstituents.

Sediments: Soil material found in water.

Semivolati/e Organic Compounds: (SVOCs) Organic constituents which are generally insllluhle in water and
at ~ not readily transported in groundwater.

Source: Area at a hazardous waste site from which contamination originates.

SuperfiuuJ: The trust fund, created hy CERCLA out of s~cial taxes, used to investigate and dean up
abandoned or uncontrolled hazardous waste sites. Out of this fund L'SEPA either: (I) pays fur sit~ r~m~diation

when parties responsihle for the I.:ontamination cannot h~ locat~J llr ar~ unwilling pr unahl~ to perform the
work or (2) takes legal al.:tion to force parties re!;port"ihle for site cllOtamination to dean up th~ site or pay hal.:k
the federal government for the cost of the r~m~diation. FeJeral facilities are not eligihle for Superfund
monies.

TBC: Non-promulgated standards "To' B~ Cunsidered" for cpnsid~ratipn a:- ARARs.

Volatile OrgQl/ic Compounds: (VOCs) Organk I.:l1rt,titu~nts whiL'h tend to volatilize or to I.:hange from a liquid
to a gas form when exposed to the a[mospher~ . .\1Jny VOC's ar~ readily transport~J in grllundwatCf
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APPENDIX A

CHE\llCALS DETECTED IN El\;'VIRONMENTAL MEDIA AT LF-O:!4

TABLEIFIGL'R TITLE
E ~l"IBER

TABLE A-l CO~STRL:CTIONSPOILS LANDFILL (LF-024) SITE INVESTIGATIO!\-
SUMMARY OF ANALYTES DETECTED IN SEDIMENT SAMPLES

FIGL'RE A-l CONSTRUCTION SPOILS LANDFILL (LF-024) SITE INVESTIGATIOI\i -
CHEMICALS DETECTED IN SURFACE WATER AND SEDIMENT
SAMPLES

TABLE A-2 CONSTRUCTION SPOILS LANDFILL (LF-024) SITE INVESTIGATION-
SUMMARY OF ANALYTES DETECTED IN NEAR SURFACE SOIL

FIGURE A-2 CONSTRUCTION SPOILS LANDFILL (LF-024) SITE INVESTIGATION-
CHEMICALS DETECTED IN NEAR SURFACE SOIL SAMPLES

TABLE A-:- CO:\,STRUCTION SPOILS LANDFILL (LF-024) SITE INVESTIGATION-
SUMMARY OF ANALYTES DETECTED IN FILL SAMPLES TAKEN
Dl:RING TEST TRENCHING

FIGl'RE A-:- CONSTRUCTION SPOILS LANDFILL (LF-024) SITE INVESTIGATIOI'-
CHEMICALS DETECTED IN FILL SAMPLES

TABLE A--+ COI'STRUCTION SPOILS LANDFILL (LF-024) SITE INVESTIGATION-
Sl'M\1ARY OF ANALYTES DETECTED IN SUBSURFACE SOIL SAMPLES

FIGl·RE :\--+ CONSTRUCTION SPOILS LANDFILL (LF-024) SITE I]\lV'ESTIGATION-
CHEMICALS DETECTED IN SUBSURFACE SOIL SAMPLES

T:\BLE A-5 CONSTRUCTION SPOILS LANDFILL (LF-024) SITE INVESTIGATION-
SUMMARY OF ANALYTES DETECTED IN GROUNDWATER

FIGl'RE A-:' CONSTRUCTION SPOILS LANDFILL (LF-024) SITE INVESTIGATION-
CHEMICALS DETECTED IN GROUNDWATER



TABLE A-1

CONSTRUCTION SPOilS lANDFlll(lF-024) - SITE INVESTIGATION
SUMMARY OF ANALYTES DETECTED IN THE SEDIMENT (SOil) SAMPLES

-

LEVEL IV

TBC FREQUENCY DETECTED DETECTED

ANALYTE Values· OF MINIMUM MAXIMUM

DETECTION CONCENTRATION CONCENTRAliON

Methylene Chloride 100 2 I 4 7 10

Acetone 200 1 I 4 300 300

2 Butanone 300 2 I 4 22 98

Diethylphthalate 7,100 1 I 4 1S 1S

Phenanthrene 50,000 1 I 4 10 10

Di-n-butylphthalale 8,100 4 I 4 39 S300

Fluoranthene 50,000 2 I 4 10 13

Pyrene 50,000 2 I 4 6 6

Butylbenzylphthalale 50,000 2 I 4 13 15

bls(2-Ethylhellyl)phthalale 50,000 2 I 4 32 43

l1enzo(a)pyrene 61 2 I 4 67 130

r-.laphlhalene 13,000 1 I 4 7 7

2·Methylnaphthalene 36,400 1 I 4 2 2

All results reported in IJQIkg

• - Unless otherwise noted, To Be Considered (TBC) values are NYSDEC Soil Cleanup Objectives and Cleanup Levels,

TAGM HWR-94-4046, January 1994.

Note:

Due to limited areal extent and intermittent subaqueous nature, these samples were used

in the HRA to evaluate risks associated with soil



TABLE A-1 (cont'd)

CONSTRUCTION SPOILS LANDFILL(LF-024) - SITE INVESTIGATION
SUMMARY OF ANALYTES DETECTED IN THE SEDIMENT (SOIL) SAMPLES

LEVEL IV

T8C FREQUENCY DETECTED DETECTED

ANAlYTE Values· OF MINIMUM MAXIMUM

DETECTiON CONCENTRAliON CONCENTRATION

Aluminum 8,510 (58) 4 I 4 2450 3490----
126 (58)lI"hmony 2 I 4 15.3 205

Arsenic 7.5 1 I 4 35 3.5

Rarium 300 4 I 4 25.1 321

Beryllium 0.74 (58) 1 I 4 07 0.7

Calcium 30,200 (58) 4 I 4 2390 \ 3220

Chromium 19.5 (58) 4 I 4 3.9 i 64

Cobalt 30 4 I 4 1.6 5.2

Coooer 44.1 (58) 3 I 4 1.4 5.8

Iron 36,700 (58) 4 I 4 6760 15600

Lead 79.4 (S8) 4 I 4 4.6 11.5

Magnesium 3,340 (58) 4 I 4 679 1090

Manaanese 474 (S8) 4 I 4 189 542

Mercury 0.1 1 I 4 0.18 0.18

NIckel 13 1 I 4 85 8.5

Potassium 929 (58) 4 I 4 363 588

Vanadium 150 4 I 4 10.5 12.4

linc 63.4 (S8) 4 I 4 16.1 39.1

All r'!S:,lIts reported in mglkg.

• - Unless otherwise noted, To 8e Considered (T8C) values are NYSDEC Soil Cleanup Objectives and Cleanup Levels,

TAGM HWR-94-4046, January 1994.

S8 - Site background values for metals were used when less stringent than the regl,Jlatory value. Site 8ackground was

based on aba~ background study (URS 1995)

Note

Due to limited areal ex1ent and intermittent subaqueous nature. these samples were used

in the HRA to evaluate risks associated with soil
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TABLE A-2

CONSTRUCTION SPOILS LANDFILL(LF-024) - SITE INVESTIGATION
SUMMARY OF ANALYTES DETECTED IN NEAR SURFACE SOIL

- - - -

I.FVEL III
------~- --------- -- -- ---- _._--- - ~- -------_.

TBC f RFQUE W:V OF 1fCC TE n f)f lECTED

ANAl Y' I Values' or MINIMUM MAXIMUM

DETFC TlON CONCENTRATION CONCFNlRATION
.--- -

OrgHic Compounds: -
Acelone 200 2 I 3 2 6

bts(2-Elhythewyl)phthalate 50,000 3 I 3 21 42

Inorganic Com ounds:

Aluminum 8,510 (56) 3 I 3 4715 6752

BallufTl 300 3 I 3 41 120

CalCium 30,200 (58) 3 I 3 1948 2467

Chromium 195 (58) 3 I 3 79 10.7

Iron 36,200 (58) 3 I 3 13200 15414

MagneSium 3,340 (56) 3 I 3 1141 1853

Manqanese 474 (56) 3 I 3 307 2481 •
Mercury 01 1 I 1 001 0.01

Nickel 13 1 I 3 28 • 28 •

Polasslum 929 (56) 1 I 3 1160 • 1160 •

Vanadium 150 3 I 3 143 242

Zinc 63.4 (58) 3 I 3 8.8 137

All results reportcrl In IJg/kg for organic analyles and in mglkg for inorganic analyles

NO • Nol Oetecll'rl

SB - Soli backqrnunrl value 8ased on basewlde background study (URS 1995)

Notes

• - Unless otherwise nOled, To Be Considered (T6C) values are NYSDEC 5011 Cleanup ObJeclives and Cleanup I.evels, TAGM

HWR-94-4041>, January 1994 SIIe Background (SB) vall,Jes for metals were used when less silingent lhan the regulatory value

SIIe 8ackgrounrl WilS based on a basewtdehackground study (URS 1995)

• - E)(ceeds lAC villues

1'.HJr> 1 ,,11
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TABLE A-3

CONSTRUCTION SPOILS LANDFILL(LF-024) - SITE INVESTIGATION
SUMMARY OF ANALYTES DETECTED IN FILL SAMPLES TAKEN DURING TEST TRENCHING

- -_.- ~ .

LEvn III LEVI I IV
-~._- .--------- - --~- ~~ ------ --

TBC fREQUENCY DEHeTI D DETECTED FREQUENCY DETFCTED DETECTED

ANALYTE V<lhJp.s· Of MINIMUM MAXIMUM OF MINIMUM MAXIMUM

DETEcnON CONCENmA TION CONCF NTRA TION DETECTION CONCENTRATION CONCENTRATION
-_. - ~

Acetone 200 1 I 6 5 5 o I 2 ND ND

Benzoic Acid 2,700 3 I 6 16 30 o I 1 NO NO

2 Melhy!naphthalenp. 36,400 0 I 6 Nil NO 1 I 1 1 I

Acenaphthylene 91,000 1 I 6 17 17 o I 1 NO NO

Iluorene SO,OOO 1 I 6 26 26 o I 1 ND ND

4· Nitroanihne -- I I 6 57 57 o I 1 NO ND

Phenanthrene SO,OOO 2 I 6 22 55 1 I 2 2 2

Anthracene SO,OOO 1 I 6 28 28 o I 1 NO ND

DI~n·butylphthalate 8,100 1 I 6 18 18 o I 1 NO ND

F1uoranlhene SO,OOO :.1 I 6 34 100 o I 1 NO NO

pyrene SO,OOO 2 I 6 41 97 1 I 2 2 2

Renzo(a)anthracene 224 2 I 6 20 58 o I 1 NO ND

Chrysene 400 2 I 6 31 80 o I 1 NO NO

bis(2-E'hylhellYl)phthalale SO,000 4 I 6 96 ISO o I 2 NO NO

Benzo(b)nuoranthene 1,100 2 I 6 29 76 o I 1 NO NO

Benzo(k)nuoranthene 1,100 2 I 6 22 78 o I 1 NO NO

Benzo(a)pyrene 61 2 I 6 24 74 • o I 1 NO NO

Indeno(l,2,3-cd)pyrene 3,200 2 I 6 19 46 o I 1 NO ND

Benzo(g,h,i)perylene SO.OOO 2 I 6 27 SO o I 1 ND NO

All results reported In IJg/kg

NO· Not Detected

Notes

•. Unless otherwise nolf'r1, To Be ConSidered (TBC) values are NYSOEC Soil Cleanup Objechves and Cleanup Levels, TAGM

HWR-94-4046, Jaml<lry 1994 The "sled TBC value IS the most stringent rE'gulatory value

•. FKceeds TAC v<lhJp.s

r',tf1r 1 nf.'
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TABLE A-J (cont'd)

CONSTRUCTION SPOILS LANDFILL(LF-024) - SITE INVESTIGATION
SUMMARY OF ANALYTES DETECTED IN FILL SAMPLES TAKEN DURING TEST TRENCHING

-- --

LEVEL III lFVFllV
1------ --- -- ~._--------._---- _. _.- ---- c----~ ------ --

TBC fREQUENCY OFTECTED DUFCTFD FREQUENCY OF lI'C rEO OEne TED

ANALYTE Value!; OF MINIMUM MAXIMUM OF MINIMUM MAXIMUM

DETECTION CONCENTRATlON CONCENTRATION DE TECTION CONCENTRA TlON CONCENTRATION

--- - ----
Aluminum 8510 (58) 6 J 6 2847 6103 2 J 2 2530 4060

Anltmony 126 (58) 0 J 6 NO ND 1 J 2 154 • 154 •

AI~elllc 75 0 J 6 NO NO 1 J 2 3 3

[lallum 300 2 J 6 43 210 2 J 2 114 344

CalCIum 30200 (SB) 6 J 6 1344 10213 2 I 2 1180 6620

Ch,omlum 195 (58) 6 I 6 36 99 2 I 2 43 7

Cobalt 30 0 I 6 NO NO 2 I 2 19 52

Copper 441 (58) 3 I 6 36 6 o I 2 NO NO

Iron 36700 (SB) 6 I 6 4670 27295 2 I 2 6730 21500

Lead 794 (581 1 I 6 33 33 2 I 2 23 28

Magnesium 3340 (SB) 5 I 6 752 5459 • 2 I 2 667 3870 •

ManQanese 474 (SB) 5 J 6 50 5455 • 2 I 2 651 201

Mercury 0.1 0 I 6 NO NO 1 I 2 017 • 017 •

Nickel 13 2 I 6 66 86 1 I 2 017 017

Potassium 929 (SB) 3 I 6 691 1043 • 1 I 2 57 57

Selenium 2 0 I 6 NO NO 2 I 2 299 • 655 •
Thallium NO (SB) 0 I 6 NO NO 1 I 2 104 • 104 •
Vanadium 150 5 I 6 68 18.1 o I 2 NO NO

line 634 (SB) 6 I 6 57 22 2 I 2 104 14

Solids, Tolal (,*,WIVV) NA NA NA 2 I 2 73 167

All resul1s repol'ted In mglkg

NO - Not Delected

NA - Not Analyzed

58 - Soil background value

Notes

- Unless olherwlse noted, T6 Be Considered (TBC) values are NYSOEC Soil Cleanup OhJechves and Cleanup Levels, TAGM

HWR-94-4046, January 1994 SIte Background (SB) values for metals were used when less slf1ngent than lhe regulatory value

Site Background was basf'd on a basewide background study (URS 1995)

• - Exceeds TBC values
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TABLE A-4

CONSTRUCTION SPOILS LANDFILL(LF-024) - SITE INVESTIGATION
SUMMARY OF ANALYTES DETECTED IN SUBSURFACE SOIL SAMPLES FROM BORINGS

I')()I" 1 ,f 1

lEVH III lEVEl IV
--~-_.__ . - -- ~ ---- ----- -_ .. - ----- -- - ---- ----

Inc FREQUFNCY DETECTFD DElEC 11'0 FREQUENCY DETECTED OETECTfO

ANALYTE Values' 01' MINIMUM MAXIMUM OF MINIMUM MAXIMUM

DETECTION CONCENTRA liON CONCENTRA TlON DETECTION CONCENTRA TION CONCENTRATION
-- - -- -- .-

Organic Compounds:

ACI'tone 200 1 / 2 5 5 1 / 1 11 11

Di-11 butylphlhalate 8,100 2 / 2 9 14 0 / 1 NO NO

f Illor anthene 50,000 1 / 2 16 16 0 / 1 NO NO

I'Y'Pne 50.000 1 / 2 16 16 0 / 1 NO NO

htS\? Ethylhexyl)phlllaiale ~O,OOO 2 / 2 110 140 0 / 1 NO NO

Inorganics (metals):

Aluminum 8,510 (SB) 2 / 2 2723 7151 1 / 1 3090 3090
Barium 300 0 / 2 NO NO 1 / 1 168 168

CalCium 30,200 (SB) 1 / 2 1228 1228 1 / 1 955 955

Chromium 195 (56) 2/2 32 94 1 / 1 5.2 5.2

Cobalt 300 NO NO NO 1 / 1 16 1.6

Iron 36,700 (56) 2/2 3813 10250 1 / 1 6540 6540

Lead 794 (SB) NO NO NO 1 I 1 2.6 26

Magnesium 3,340 (58) NO NO NO 1 / 1 732 732

Manganese 474 (58) 2/2 52 91 1 / 1 624 62.4

NICkel 13 NO NO NO 1 / 1 52 52

Polassium 929 (SB) NO NO NO 1 / 1 424 424
Sodium 520 (SB) NO NO NO 1 / 1 106 106
Vanadium 150 1 / 2 168 168 1 / 1 97 97
line 634 (SB) 2/2 81 119 1 / 1 99 99

All organic results reported in lJ9/kg All Inorganic results reported In mglkg

NO - Not Oplpded

:'B Soil background value Based on basewlde background study (URS 1995)

Notf's

• - Iiniess otherwise noled, To Be Considered (TBC) values are NYSOEC SOIl Cleanup Objectives and Cleanup levels, TAGM

IIWR-l)4 40<\r" January 1994 Sit" Background (SB) values for metals were used when Ipss slrlnqpnllhan Ihe regulatory value

:"te Background was based on a b"sPwlde background sludy (URS 1995)

I he lister! I nc value for organ!,-s I" 1I1P most 5tllngenl regUlatory value
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TABLE A-5

CONSTRUCTION SPOILS LANDFILL(LF-024) - SITE INVESTIGATION
SUMMARY OF ANALYTES DETECTED IN GROUNDWATER

(UNFILTERED SAMPLES)

,~~-">A"
I FvrL IV

- --- .- .. _~ -- .- -- _._- -
~--_. -

f tHOUr NCY ()f 11 C 11 D Df IrcnD

/\tIll I {l I: ._ V.lllIl'!,: or MINIMUM MAXIMUM

or TEe liON CONCENTRATION CONcr N I RA liON

- - _.- --
Organic COlllllound:;:

Methylene Chlnrlde :, 4 1 4 3 .3

2-Methylphl'llol I 1 1 4 NO :' .
!lis(;'.Ethvlhl"yl )phthalate 50 1 I 4 ND 1

'norganlcs (mrta's!:

Aluminum .- 3 1 4 999 109000

Antlmonv 3 1 1 4 ND 876 •

Arsenic 75 1 I 4 NO 51

Barium 1.000 4 1 4 44 1790 •

Beryllium ] 3 1 4 NO 10.3 •

Calcium .- 4 1 4 16600 247000

Chromium 50 3 1 4 NO 338 •

Cobalt .. 3 1 4 NO 975

COODer 200 3 1 4 NO 709

Iron 300 4 1 4 1530 • 250000 •

Lead 15 .. 3 1 4 NO 859 •
MagneSium 35.000 4 1 4 3990 65600 •
Manoanese 300 4 1 4 37 15100 •

Mercury 2 1 I 4 NO 071

Nickel -- 3 1 4 NO 232

PotassIum .. 4 1 4 1880 19500

SodIum 20.000 4 I 4 1700 31300 •

Thallium 4 2 I 4 NO 93 •

Vanadium _. 3 1 4 NO 189

Zinc 300 3 1 4 NO 2770 •
Cyanide 100 2 1 4 NO 80

All results rl'ported In 1-19/1

Notes

•. Unless otherwise noted. the ARAR values are NYSOEC Water Quahty Standards and GUIdance Values. TOGS 1 1 I, October 1993

The hsted ARAR value IS the most <,lrll1gent regulatory value Minimum concentrations and non-dl'tects were reported from lhe upgradtent well

••. EPA DlIllklf1q Wilter Standards 40 CrR 141

NP - No (Jl'tf',"on

• - FKCel'rl', II PAR value

I',lq" 1 "I 1
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TABLE B-1

CONSTRUCTION SPOILS lANDFlll(lF-G24) - HEALTH RISK ASSESSMENT
TOXICITY VALUES: POTENTIAL CARCINOGENIC EFFECTS

Slope FactOl Tumor Slle(s) Reference . Oale

ChemIcal Inhalalion Oral Welght·of·Evidence Inhalalion Oral Inhalatoon Oral

(mgIt\g·day)A- t (mglkg-day)A-l

2-Me.hylphenol NO NO C - - - -

Benzo(a)pyrene NO 730E+OO B2 Forestomach, larynx - IRIS-II196

Benzo(a)anthracene NO 730E+OO· 82 - - - -
Chrysene NO 73OE+OO· 82 - - - -
Benzo(b)f1uoranthene NO 7.30E+OO· 82 - - - -
Benzo(k)f1uoranthene NO 73OE+OO· 82 - - - -
Indena( l,2.3-cd)pyrene NO 73OE+OO· 82 - - - -
Bulylbenzylphthalale NO NO - - Mononuclear cell leukemia IRIS-I2I94 IRIS-I2/94

Methylene Chloride 165E-Q3 7.5OE-03 82 Liver Liver IRIS-I1I96 IRIS-III96
b,s(2-Ethylhexyl)phthalate 1.40E-02 140E-02 82 Liver, lung Liver ECAO-3195 IRIS-III96
Butylbenzylphthalate NO NO C - Blood ceIIs-mononucJear cell leukemia - IRIS-I1I96
Arsenic 1.50E+Ol 1.5OE+OO A RespiratOl'y system, lung and skin Lung, skin IRIS-III96 IRIS-III96
Beryllium 8.40E+OO 4.3OE+OO B2 Lung, bone Lung, bone fRfS-lll96 IRIS-II196
Chromium (VI) 420E+Ol NO A Lung - IRIS· 11196 -
Lead NO NO 82 - Kidney - IRIS·II196

•. Relative potency fac:lofS _ 8ppIed 10 the slope factor lot benzo(a)pyrene 10 evaluate cenoer risk. attnbuIabIe 10 these PAHs (see text)

ECAO . EmrIronmenlai CriIlIfIa Mel Auessmen' Ollioe Dale rndQ1es da'e 01 oorrelPCllldellCe

IRIS· IntllQl'Med Risk Inronna,tCllI Sratem Dale Indicates accen to IRIS

HEAST . He8lth Effects AaMssmenl Summary Table. Dale indocales !he fiscal year lhey _e pubIoshed

NO . No! Determmed

J\.)'l]'J1\Uf'nO\lf 014'11HA 9'\"V pr. WWlI,.

O/ll(,/'I/ III XI,I .. J,!,



TABLE B·2

CONSTRUCTION SPOILS LANDFILL(L F-0241 • HEALTH RISK ASSESSMENT
TOXICITY VALUES: POTENTIAL NONCARCINOGENIC EFFECTS

l'·r l .,1

Rale<ence On.., ("""",g·da,) Cr~lUl Flled!SI Relerence . Dale
. --

~,

Subchfonoc Chronoc Subchronoc ChronocSubcllronoc Clvonoc
---C---' 00..

1""__
00;>1 I"halahon Ooal IMalat"'" Ooal Inh_oon Ooal

I :hefYIiCM .......- Ooal ........-
RIO RIO RIO AID

At ~naphlll.y6ene NO NO NO NO

~(e'one NO 1000'OO NO 100000-OI Inc love< & kodney wl . Inc _ & kodney wl . HFAST.FY95 IRIS '1196

nephrolo..;", nephrolOIIC~'
~-

NO J OOE'OO NO J OlIf.·OI - No obsenoed elleds No obIerwd elleds HEASTFY9S IRIS 1'196AnllvKene

BeniOlC -'cod NO 4 OOE,OO NO 4 OOEtOQ - No observed elleds No_lOfIeds HEAST·FY95 IRIS·' '196

Benlo(.)an...._ NO NO NO NO - -
Benlo('lP"_ NO NO NO NO -
Benlo(lIJ1luor__ NO NO NO NO

~!",lo(kJlluor__ NO NO NO NO - -
Bento(lIhl~ NO NO NO NO - - - - - - - -
bts(2 E..,lheql)phlha/;lte SllE~ 20l1f.-Or NO 200E-02 Pel1lde.•1Ir.,..aIory

Inc _ ... - Inc._'" ECAO·3195 - IRIS' '196

llIIedl

2Bulenone 216E-ot 200E'OO 2116E-OI • OlIf.-ot 0eaw1MCl ....... oeaNHd""'''' DeaelMCl 1elII ........ 0eauMd,.... ....... HEAST-fY95 HEAST·FY95 IRIS-ttI96 IRIS·III9fi

Bulylllenl,~e NO 2 OlIf.+OO NO 20l1f.-Ot - Meted ....... .............. - HEAST·FY95 - IRIS tiM

CIwy_ NO NO NO NO - - - - - - - -
Ooelh,lptllh_ NO • OOE+OO NO • OOE-Ot - oea.......oWlh_ ... - 0eauMd groWlII r'" - HEAST·FY95 - IRIS·tlI9I

01 n- • NO t OOE+OO NO tOOE-Ot Inc mortelilY Inc. morUIIly HEAST·FY95 IRIS·ttI9l

FIuor_ne NO 4 OOE·OI NO 4 OOE-02 - 1<-, nephrapelhy. "- ... - Inc._'" - HEAST·FY95 - IRIS-tII98

chIngeI
FIuor_ NO 4 OOE·OI NO 400E-02 - ~ ntd lllood eels - Dec ntd lllood CIIIII. ,**ecI'" - HEAST·FY95 - IRIS-tlI96__I

..-.o(t.2. NO NO NO NO
_,..... Chloride '.51£-ot • OOE-02 • S7E-OI 60l1f J2 Liverlollidly Llverlolidly L.... loIIidly Llverlolldly HEAST-FYIS HEAST·FY95 HEAST·FY95 IRIS-IIM
2·MeIlylnaphNlene NO NO NO NO - - - - - - - -
2·MeIl~ NO 500E-Ot NO 500E-02 - Dec ...... ,*"olOiIdly - Dec body .... _1dly - HEAST·FY95 - IRIS·III96
N......... t.2lIE~ 4 OOE-02· NO 4 OOE-02 NeulIlleclI - - - ECAO-5195 ECAO·5/95 - ECAO·5/95
4·NtIr'**>e NO 300E-Or NO 3.00E-OJ - Rea.ced .......... - Reduced lei.. weighl - ECAO·5/95 - ECAO·W5
Phenenltwene NO NO NO NO - - - - - - - -
P"""" NO 300E·OI NO 300E-02

.
- I<idne, eIIedl - 1<-,lOfIeds - HEAST·FY95 - IRIS' '198

NO· N<>O'"
FCAO EnWonmental Cr~'" _ As__ Oftice Dale oncIocIles dale" """.sponcIence
IRIS· I"tegrlled RISk Inlomllllon S~I_ Dale ondtules -=cessio IRIS

IIEAST tieellh (IIPds A.......- SUIIlI'IIIry T;>bIes Dale mlCales .... ftSCII year the, were puIlIoslled

•. Chronor: reference dnses _e ueed MIen subchronoc reterence doses ..... una.atleble .. lICCOfdance WIlll RAGS

I 1...... l'OrAn... ' O}.'IIHA "'If\l "Nil Mtll••

II) .... 'If 10



TABLE B-2

CONSTRUCTION SPOILS LANOFILLILF-024) - HEALTH RISK ASSESSMENT
TOXICITY VALUES: POTENTIAL NONCARCINOGENIC EFFECTS

I' ••, .. : .. '

___ Ref",encp Ilo,e 1~9 day) Cr~lUI [ned(S) Reference Date
_.,----- ------ -

Subrhroooc Chronoc 5utwfuonw:
>---

Chrome SubchrooK: Chrome

--- ---- ------------ --
I IlPfJ\lC.aI -- Of~1

InII__
Oral l""alaI_ a.'" Inhalatton Ofal 'nhalatlon Oral _loon O,al

IRIO Rill Rt{) RIO

Ah,n"'"HfI I 4JE OJ" 1 OOE '00' 1 4Jf 03 1 CIlEtQII ,....''''10.0: efIecI. Neuroloaec efteds NeUfotO": e"edS Neurolollit ""lid. ECAO-4195 ECAO-S/95 ECAO"19!i ECAO 5I9'i -I
r-- - --- longev~y. _ glucose and flEAST -FY95
AI'I'II'I)'N1., NO 400E o. NO 4 0lJf 04 - Inc """,.....y. "'",ed_ IRIS 11196

chemlSlry dlolesll!fal - -_._--
NO HyPl!f~""'. kl!falOSIS - HyPl!fpogmenlaloon, keraloSl. HfASIFY95 IRI~ 11196

AI~..rnc NO 300E 04 300E04 -
vUQJler complocaIllInS -

--- Inc _ pres....e Felolo.o:~y. one bp Inc _ pres....e HfAST -FY95 IRIS 11/96
~:.''''Jfll NO 700E O} NO 7 0lIE-02 F_IClly,1nc bp - -
R~'yMtum NO SOOE OJ NO SOlIE 03 - No _se elIllds -- No _se efIecI. - HfAST FY95 - IRIS 11/96
--

NO 1 OOE.(lQ NO IOlIE+OO No _dS obwnred - No elIeds ob__ HEAST-FY9S - HEAST-FY95Ch.,w,uurnCIIlJ -- _._-------- -
Ch,om.unUVIJ NO 200f O} NO SOlIE·03 - No efIedS observed - No elIeds obwnred - HEAST-FY95 - IRIS 11/96

Cnhall 5 711 OIl" NIl 5 71E 06 NO Resprllory les_s. - ResprralDry les"",S, - [CAD !>I9S - ECAO-SI95 -
Ilyrood eIIec:ls Ihyrood elIed.

C,....... NO 200E O} NO 20l1E02 - WI 10... myel" flegenelaI"'" - WI loss, "'Y*I degerwaloon - HEAST·FY95 - HEAS I .F Yi!> 1

lp~ NO NO NO NO - - - - - - -
M"'og_,ec-..., NO SOOE03 NO 24OE-02 - eNS elIeds CNS.....,.s CNSllIeds HEAST·FY95 EPA REG II
r--------
M~,p ('0lId1 143[ 05" 14OE-OI 143£05 14OE-OI CNS elIllds - CNSllIeds IRIS-III96 HEAST·FY95 IRIS· 11196 IRIS-II/96r----

.57£-05 NO • S7E-05 CNSelIed.Ml!fcury NO - CNSelIed. - HEAST-FY95 HEAST·FY95
~

NO 2 0lIE·02 NONockel 20l1E-Q2 - Dec body and Of'" wl - Dec: body .... 0fI8II wl HEAST-FY95 IRIS-III!.
SPlen..... NO SOlIE·OJ NO SOlIE-03

C___

CIinaII-.osis HEAST-FY95 IRIS-I1I96
T~~1Ifum NO NO NO NO -

~
NO 7 00E03 NO 7 0lIE·03 None observed None 00..- HEAST·FY95 IRIS· 11196

/ooc NO 300E 01 NO 3 OOEOI Decreased blood enzyme - Anemia. deere_ In eryIhfocyle - HEAST-FY95 - IRIS 11/96
lIIJIllWo.... _

NO-NoD"
rCAD En_~1Cr~_ and A._omenl OII",e Dale ondocaIes dale 01 COfrespor-.ce

IHIS . lotetr_ Rill1_Sy.l.... Dale ond..~e. access 10 IRIS

Itt ASI 1_EnK1. A._ S..........., hhlPS Dale Oldocale.1he r_ ,..lhey _e publoshed

. Chrome "'encf' doses ... VIed.-hen subfhlOflllC ,eference ~osel wete unav...... lI'I acaw~ WIIh RAGS

",,,,.1.(-..01' '/~". f')It,o, "HI _ •.•,
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New York State Department Of Environmental Conservation
50· Wolf Road, Albany, New York 12233-7010

Mr. Thomas W. L. McCall, Jr.
Deputy Assistant Secretary of the Air Force
SAF/ MI
1660 Air Force, Pentagon
Washington, DC 20331-1660

Dear Mr. McCall:

Re: Record of Decision - Landfill 024
Plattsburgh Air Force Base, ID No. S10003

John P. Cahill
Actinl Commissioner

In response to the Record of Decision (ROD) for Landfill 024 (LF 024) submitted and signed by
yourself. I wish to concur with the remedial action plan as put forth in the ROD. This remedy includes:

- A 12-inch thick cover over the landfill consisting of a 9-inch borrow layer, a 3-inch topsoil
layer and a vegetative cover.

- Deed restrictions to prevent any adverse action leading to the deterioration of the landfill cap,
to prohibit the installation of any wells for drinking water or any other purpose which could
result in the use of the underlying groundwater and to prohibit the excavation of the landfill
cap without prior approval of the New York State Department of Conservation. Restrictions
will also be imposed to limit development of any structure on the landfill site which would
adversely effect human health and safety.

- Establishment of a groundwater monitoring system.

- Conducting five-year site reviews.

If you have any questions please contact Mr. Lister at (S 18) 457-3976.

Sincerely,

-" /".

.;::.~ - .. ".... ',r.' ••/:' .. _..
/

Michael 1. O'Toole, Jr.
Director
Division of Environmental Remediation

c: J. Fox. USEPA-Region II
A. Lowas
1\1. Sorel, PAFB

, .
.. oJ ·v.
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1 PUBLIC HEARING FOR REMEDIAL ACTIONS AT FORMER

2 LANDFILL Lr-021 AND FORMER LANDFILL LF-024

3 JANUARY 16/ 1997

4 OLD COURTHOUSE, 133 MARGARET STREET/2ND FLOOR

5 PLATTSBURGH, NEW YORK.

6 This proceeding was stenographically reported by Susan

7 Bretschneider, Certified Shorthand Reporter, and

8 commenced at 7:00 p.m. at the above-mentioned location.

9

10 MR. SOREL: Okay, I guess we'll go ahead and

11 get started. This is the public meeting for Landfill 21

12 and Landfill 24. I'd like to begin the public meeting

13 for the remedial actions at the Former Landfill LF-21

14 and LF-24. For those who don't know me, I'm Mike Sore:,

15 the BRAC Environmental Coordinator working for the Air

16 Force Base Conversion Agency at Plattsburgh. I will be

17 presiding over the meeting, the main purpose of which is

18 to allow the public the opportunity to comment on the

19 Air Force's action for this site.

0'

~o Assisting me tonight in this presentation are

21 the following people: Steve Gagnier, the project

22 manager for these actions, and Brady Baker, the project

23 engineer, both with the Air Force Base Conversion

24 Agency, and Bruce Przybyl, the project manager with URS

25 Greiner. These individuals are here to provide answers

CAPITOL COURT REPORTERS - (802) 863-6067
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1 to technical questions you might have about the

2 alternatives available to the Air Force for cleaning up

3 the site.

4 Tonight's agenda will consist of a description

5 of the remedial action and an explanation of how it will

6 improve the environment. After that, we will move to

7 the most important part of this meeting, the part where

8 you provide your comments on the remedial action.

9 First, however, I would like to take care of

10 several administrative details.

11 As you can see, everything being said here

12 tonight is being taken down word for word by a

13 professional court reporter. The transcript will become

14 part of the administrative record for the sites.

15 We would like everyone to complete the sign-in

16 sheet at the door. We will use the sheet to review our

17 mailing list for the site.

18 At the conclusion of the presentation, we will

19 open the floor up to comments and questions. I would

20 ask that you hold your questions until the presentation

21 for both sides is complete. If you have a prepared

22 statement, you may read it out loud or turn it in

23 without reading it. In any case, your comments will

24 become part of the record. Also, we have cards at the

25 front desk for ·youruse for any written comments. If

CAPITOL COURT REPORTERS - (802) .863-6067
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1 you turn in any written comments, please write your name

2 and address on them.

3 If you later decide to make comment or add

4 something that you said here, you may send additional

5 comments to us at this address. The public comment

6 period ends today on Landfill 21 and on February 6th for

7 Landfill 24. I will show this address slide again at

8 the end of the meeting.

9 The final point is that our primary purpose

10 tonight is to listen to you. We want to hear your

11 comments on any issues you are concerned about at these

12 sites, and we will try to answer any questions you may

13 have. We want you to be satisfied with the action we

14 take will properly address and fully address the

15 problems at this site.

16 Now, I would like to turn the meeting over to

17 Bruce Przybyl.

18 MR. PRZYBYL: Good evening. We'd like to talk

19 to you today about the Air Force's recommended

20 Qlternatives for remedial action at two landfills at the

21 Plattsburgh Air Force Base. The first lId like to talk

22 about is Landfill 21. Landfill 21 is located in the

23 northwest corner of the base outside the perimeter fence

24 and north of Route 22. The area is designated as open

25 space for land use planning.

CAPITOL COURT REPORTERS - (802) 863-6067
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1 I would first like to go through the process

2 by which the decisions were made in reaching the

3 conclusions in corning to the recommended alternative.

4 The process started by preparation of a

5 preliminary assessment or records search which looked at

6 the history of the site and the disposal practice of the

7 site. At that time, a recommendation was made, furt~e~

8 investigation was necessary, a site investigation was

9 undertaken.

10 The site investigation showed it is a

11 relatively small site, and the conclusions of that were

12 to recommend a larger scale investigation, a remedial

13 investigation.

14 The remedial investigation assessed health

15 (sic) to human health -- to humans and the environment

16 in addition to collection of many samples. From that a

17 preferred alternative was determined and documented in a

18 proposed plan which is available at the Feinberg Library

19 and has been for a period of time.

20 Throughout this period, the New York State

21 Department of Environmental Conservation and United

22 States Environmental Protection Agency have provided

23 review and comment to each document along the way and

24 have concurred in principle with the remedial

25 alternative.

CAPITOL COURT REPORTERS - (802) 863-60S7
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1 We are at this stage, the public meeting and

2 comment, and we're here to answer your questions and

3 incorporate your comments into the record of decision

4 which is the legal instrument for the remediation.

5 The Landfill 21 is about six acres in size.

6 It was active from 1956 to 1959. It accepted domestic

7 waste and sludge from the industrial wastewater

8 treatment plant at the base. The other area is adjacent

9 to some wetland areas and is located 500 feet from the

10 Saranac River.

11 The character of the site is generally

12 currently generally vegetative with mature trees and

13 grasses covering the site, but there is locations where

14 debris is protruding from the landfill surface. One

15 such location is depicted in the lower of the two

16 photographs.

17 The remedial investigation included the

18 excavation of many test trenches to determine the extent

19 of the fill and to sample the subsurface materials and

20 fill, b~ring, well installation and groundwater

21 sampling.

22 A variety of chemicals were detected in

2j I subsurface soil or fill materials. Polycyclic aromatic

24 hydrocarbons were detected. These were the products o~

25 incomplete combustion of fossil fuels, metals.

CAPITOL COURT REPORTERS - (802) 863-6067
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1 Pesticides such as DDT and PCBs were also detected.

2 These were not detected in any particular pattern.

3 pattern of contamination is somewhat heterogenous in the

4 landfill.

5 In groundwater, only three compounds were

6 detected that exceeded the New York State standards, and

7 those were two polycyclic aromatic hydrocarbons and

8 DDT. It was worthy to note that there was an absence of

9 volatiles, which are quickly moving compounds, i~

10 groundwater. There were none of those compounds.

11 We also examined contaminant migration

12 pathways at the site. Since few volatiles were found,

13 we consider the volatilization pathway for contaminant

14 migration is insignificant.

15 In addition, since the site is vegetated,

16 there's a limited potential for dust generation and,

17 therefore, we considered contaminant transport via dust

18 pathway as insignificant.

19 Also, we consider run-off pathways to be

20 negligible because of the high permeability of the

21 landfill. Most of the precipitation will infiltrate

22 into the landfill and, also, topographic constraints

23 and actually the overhead here we have is somewhat

24 misleading, this slope somewhat kind of rises again

25 before it drops again into :he Saranac River. All of

CAPITOL COURT REPORTERS - (802) 863-6067
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the precipitation will infiltrate into the ground before

it gets to the river.

One pathway that is potentially significant is

the percolation of rainwater through the landfill

picking up contaminants along the way and then transport

through the groundwater.

Again, the contaminants detected in

groundwater were of the type that do not move very

quickly or very far in groundwater.

We conducted a human health risk assessment to

determine the potential risk to human health posed by

the site, and that was broken down into two scenarios,

including a current use scenario in which we assessed

potential impacts to utility workers -- there was a

right-of-way, utility right-of-way adjacent to the site

-- and also to trespassers.

The calculations indicated no significant

carcinogenic or noncarcinogenic risk to these potential

receptors.

The se~ond scenario was a future use scenario

in which we assessed the risk to a campground populated

by campers who were utilizing the groundwater for

showering and potable water, camping right on the

landfill. We considered this to be a conservative

hypothetical scenario. It's not something that's

CAPITOL COURT REPORTERS - (802) 863-6067
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8

envisioned; however, this is a conservative benchmark ~r.

•
2 which we can assess the potential of contaminant risk.

3 The future use scenario yielded no

4 noncarcinogenic risk to campers; however, there was a

5 significant risk represented by this five times 10 to

6 the minus four due to exposure to soils on the

7 landfill. This is a carcinogenic risk.

8 It's significant to note that there was no

9 risk calculated -- or no significant risk calculated f8r

10 groundwater ingestion pathways despite the fact that

11 three New York State standards were exceeded. They were

12 exceeded but not to a great extent, enough to yield

13 risks in our calculations.

14 It also should be noted we performed an

15 ecological risk assessment and determined a potential

16 potentially a slight potential risk to mammals that corne

17 into contact with the soil and fill of the landfill.

18 Based on the risk assessment, we came up with a

19 remediation or remedial goal to the site.

20 The goal is to prevent direct contact with

21 on-site soil, fill materials by human or ecological

22 receptors basically as a response to the carcinogenic

23 risk calculated in the risk assessment and the minor

24 ecological risk that was indicated in the ecological

25 risk assessment.

CAPITOL COURT REPORTERS - (802) 863-6067
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9

Using the u.s. EPA Superfund Accelerated

Cleanup Model, we then developed the basic components of

our remedial alternative. And these include a landfill

cap and institutional controls. There were three types

of landfill caps looked at, and they were examined for

their ability to achieve the goal that we set for

this -- this remediation, and all three of these

landfill caps accomplish the -goal adequately.

Therefore, we looked at cost and picked the

most cost effective cap, which is a native soil cover as

our selected remedial component.

Also, a basic component remedy is

institutional controls in which we propose site

development restrictions to protect the integrity of the

cap once it's established and also to restrict water

use, although that's not one of -- it's not reflected in

our goal, there are three exceedances of New York State

Groundwater Quality Criteria and then, therefore, we

thought it would be prudent to restrict the use of the

groundwater.

Therefore, our remedial alternative includes

the following elements: A native soil cover to prevent

direct contact of human and ecological receptors with

contaminated soil and fill materials and development

restrictions which include restrictions to prevent any

CAPITOL COURT REPORTERS - (802) 863-6067



1 adverse action leading to the deterioration of the

2 landfill cover and prohibition against any excavation of

3 the landfill cover without prior appropriate approvals,

4 and this will be implemented to protect the integrity of

5 the cap over the long term.

6 We are also going to prohibit the installation

7 of any wells for drinking or any other purposes which

8 could result in the use of the underlying groundwater.

9 And this is in response to the exceedances of New York

10 State Groundwater Quality Criteria in groundwater.

11 We are also -- two other elements of the

12 remedy that are necessary, one is groundwater

13 monitoring. We'll supplement our existing groundwater

14 monitoring network and sample it routinely in order to

15 ensure that the slow-moving compounds that we have

16 detected will not migrate off site. We don't expect

17 them to, but the routine groundwater monitoring will

18 ensure that that will not happen in the future.

19 And, finally, there's a five year site review

20 process in which the Air Force, the United States

21 Environmental Protection Agency and the New York State

22 Department of Environmental Conservation will review all

23 the data collected throughout the five years and ensure

24 that the remediation is being effective in protecting

25 human health and the environment.
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The second landfill I am going to talk about

today is the construction spoils landfill or Landfill

LF-24. This landfill is located to the -- in the

·southeast corner of the base about 200 feet north of the

Salmon River as indicated on this figure right here.

This area has been designated as open space for light

industrial use for land use planning purposes, either

or.

Once again, I'm showing an overhead showing

the process by which we reached our remedial

alternative, and it's similar to that for LF-21 in which

we are soliciting public comments at this time, and

we've received New York State Department of

Environmental Conservation input and United States

Environmental Protection Agency input along the way and,

again, comments received today will be incorporated into

the record of decision.

Landfill 24 is less than one acre in size and

accepted construction and demolition debris, concrete

rebar, things of that nature, m~tals, from the period of

1980 to 1986. The landfill is covered generally with

brush and trees. There are very few sparse areas. One

of them is indicated in the lower of the two photographs

here but generally well covered with brush and trees.

To the south near the toe of the slope, the landfill

CAPITOL COURT REPORTERS - (802) 863-6067
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1 steepens considerably, and construction and demolition

2 debris is protruding from the landfill cover as

3 indicated by the lower of the two photographs.

4 The upper photograph is the top of the slope,

5 southern slope, and the lower photograph depicts the toe

6 of the slope, the southern slope. The Air Force

7 considers this to be a general physical hazard to

8 trespassers and people walking in this area.

9 The landfill was investigated and site

10 investigation in which test trenching was conducted to

11 determine the extent of the fill and determine its

12 character. We also did boring and monitoring wells and

13 looked at groundwater samples.

14 The nature of the fill material is essentially

15 free of organic contaminants; however, metals were

16 elevated above background in the fill materials.

17 Again, groundwater was examined, and it was

18 also found to be essentially free of organic materials,

19 organic contaminants; however, several metals were

20 detected in exceedance of New York State Groundwater

21 Quality Criteria.

22 I also should note that there were several

23 drums found during test trenches at the site; however,

24 none of these drums were found to be intact, many of

25 them had no lids, were empty or just crushed prior to

CAPITOL COURT REPORTERS - (802) 863-6067
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being in the landfill.

We also looked at the potential contaminant

migration pathways. And very similar to LF-21, there

were no volatiles found and, therefore, the

volatilization pathway was considered insignificant.

Since the landfill is heavily vegetated, there

is limited potential for dust migration and

contamination transport through that mechanism. Also,

once again, this doesn't quite depict the slope

correctly. It's much flatter there, and the run-off

pathways are also considered to be insignificant. All

of the rainfall will percolate into the landfill surface

or be captured by topographic constraints and not reach

the Salmon River directly;

However, again, we -- we have a potentially

significant groundwater migration pathway, again, where

rainwater percolates through the fill, picks up metal

contaminants and transports them through the

groundwater. And it should be noted again that the

metal contaminants are also very slow-m~ving compounds.

Again, we conducted a human health risk

aSsessment to determine potential risk to the receptors,

and two scenarios were examined including current use

scenario, which is basically no one is being exposed at

the site except for trespassers, and the assessment

CAPITOL COURT REPORTERS - (802) 863-6067
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1 indicated no potential for carcinogenic risk,

2 unacceptable carcinogenic risk or unacceptable

3 noncarcinogenic risk.

4 A future use scenario was also examined. It

5 was a bi-phased scenario in which the site would

6 hypothetically be developed, and there would be a

7 construction phase in which excavation would occur and

8 building would be constructed, and then a second phase

9 in which the buildings were already constructed and the

10 area were landscaped and the industrial workers were

11 using the facility routinely.

12 There were no unacceptable cancer risks

13 indicated by the analysis. However, there were

14 unacceptable noncarcinogenic risks indicated for

15 inhalation of fugitive dust to construction workers.

16 During construction there's considerable dust excavated,

17 and there1s a potential for exposure and adverse effects

18 to these construction workers through inhalation of the

19 fugitive dust with manganese adhered to it. Also, if

20 groundwater were to be used at the site, there is a

21 potential for adverse effects again from the compound

22 manganese, and there is also potential for future

23 problems from barium, vanadium and antimony.

24 One thing to note is that currently there is

25 no risk to receptors via carcinogenic or noncarcinogenic

CAPITOL COURT REPORTERS - (802) 863-6067
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risk; however, there is a physical hazard posed by

protruding debris along the steep southern slope and a

couple other places in the landfill.

Based on the HRA, we determined some

remediation goals. The first is to prevent construction

workers from inhaling contaminated fugitive dust

resulting from earth moving activities, and that's in

response to the risk calculated for the inhalation of

fugitive dust.

Second would be to prevent human ingestion of

contaminated groundwater immediately down gradient of

the site, and that's in response to the risk calculated

for the ingestion of groundwater.

And, third, we would like to eliminate

potential physical hazards to on-site workers and

maintenance personnel.

Again, using U.S. EPA guidance, we determined

the basic components of a remedy for the site. The

landfill cap is necessary to -- to accomplish the third

goal, and that is to eliminate potential physic~l

hazards on site. There is no -- there is no potential

chemical hazards due to direct contact with the fill.

So the cap is only to eliminate the physical hazards.

Therefore, all three caps -- since the area

will be regraded and debris covered and the potentially

CAPITOL COURT REPORTERS - (802) 863-6067



physical hazards from debris and also develop

restrictions including restrictions to prevent any

adverse action leading to the deterioration of the cap,

prohibition against excavation of the landfill without

prior appropriate approval and prohibition from

installing any wells that could result in the use of the

underlying groundwater.

Also, we are going to issue a notice

unstable slopes eliminated, all three caps will be

equally effective and cost is, therefore, looked at as

the deciding factor between the caps, and we selected

the least expensive of the three options, and that is a

native soil cover.

Second we -- the -- the second basic component

is institutional controls which includes site

development restrictions, and that is to protect the

integrity of the cap, water use restrictions to address

our second remediation goal which is to prevent human

ingestion of contaminated groundwater and, third, a

cautionary notice concerning inhalation risks during

earth moving activities, and that is to address our

first remediation goals, to prevent construction workers

from inhaling fugitive dust.

To recap, our recommended alternative consists
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of the native soil cap, to limit eliminate potential
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concerning potential site risk which is a notice

provided concerning potential short-term health risks

from inhaling dust during construction activities.

Also, groundwater monitoring is a part of that. Also,

metals in groundwater will move very slowly and will not

get very far. We want to install a groundwater

monitoring network to track that through time and make

sure that the groundwater contaminants are not getting

far off site and, also, in LF-21, it will be reviewed

every five years by the u.s. EPA and the New York State

Department of Environmental Conservation and the Air

Force to determine whether it has continued to be

effective, and that concludes my discussion.

MR. SOREL: At this time, I'd like to open up

the meeting for questions. Since everything that is

being said here tonight is being taken down, please

state your name for the record before you make a'

statement.

Do we have any questions? Mr. Booth?

MR. BOOTH: Robert Booth. In each of your

sites, we reach a conclusion about where you are headed

next with a list of prohibitions, for instance, to

prevent activities that would destroy the cap. prevent

the drilling of wells that would tap groundwater,

prevent excavation without a permit. Who or what sees

CAPITOL COURT REPORTERS - (802) 863-6067
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1 that these limitations are carried out, who gives the

2 permit to excavate, how long is this oversight as to

3 permits and prohibitions to continue, who's got the

4 responsibility?

5 MR. SOREL: Good question. It's actually one

6 that's come up in our discussions with the regulator

7 that they have the very same concerns that you do.

8 There will be a transfer by deed, and when we

9 start talking about transfer by deed, what we are go:~g

10 to do, in fact, if you look in the proposed plan,

11 there's a paragraph in there that deals with that, and

12 let me read what we put in there. It says: The deed

13 will include appropriate restrictions to prevent any

14 adverse action leading to the deterior~tion of the

15 landfill cap to include prohibition from installing any

16 wells for drinking water or any other purpose which

17 could result in use of the underlying groundwater and

18 the prohibition against any excavation of the landfill

19 cap without prior approval of the New York State DEC.

20 So, essentially, we are saying at that point

21 there will indeed be restrictions and, of course, the

22 Air Force at that point would no longer be the owner of

23 the property, so some of that will rely on the the

24 local agencies having jurisdiction in that area.

25 For instance, if we are in the town of

CAPITOL COURT REPORTERS - (802) 863-6067
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complying or finding out the answers?

MR. SOREL: And there would also bea notice

of an~ hazardous materials present that would follow

this as well, so anybody that would be issuing that

building permit or whatever.

MR. BOOTH: In 25 years, that will all be

forgotten, and I was just wondering.

MR. SOREL: We will file a deed.

Plattsburgh, then I would assume if there were

construction, there would be issues of the building

permit and at that time, those prohibitions would be

noted. So through that process, we believe that that's

how these prohibitions would be controlled.

MR. BOOTH: That makes sense that there would

be public records that follow the land that way and will

the restrictions mention that DEC is a reference point?

MR. SOREL: Correct. In fact, we have already

coordinated that with them. They have agreed to be that

reference point.

MR. BOOTH: And that also if interested, why,

the township or the city or the county also could step

in, but at least there's a list of restrictions and

restrictive covenants really?
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MR. SOREL:

MR. BOOTH:

Right, right.

And who to refer to "to start
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1 MR. BOOTH: And you have got it if there a~e

2 recorded documents.

3 MR. SOREL: Sure.

4 MR. BOOTH: Thank you.

5 MR. SOREL: Any other questions?

6 Okay, since everybody seems to have made their

7 comments, we would like to conclude this meeting.

8 I would like to add that the proposed plans

9 and other documents relating to these sites are

10 available for review at the information repository

11 located in Special Collections at the Feinberg Library,

12 SUNY-Plattsburgh.

13 Thank you very much for coming.

14 (This hearing was concluded at 7:37 p.m.)
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C E R T I F I CAT E

STATE OF VERMONT

COUNTY OF CALEDONIA

I, Susan Bretschneider, a Notary Public within and

for the State of Vermont, do hereby certify that I

stenographically reported the proceedings of the public

hearing in re: Remedial Actions at Former Landfill LF-21

and Former Landfill LF-24 on January 16, 1997 beginning

at 7:00 p.m., at the Old Courthouse, 133 Margaret

Street, 2nd Floor, Plattsburgh, New York.

I further certify that the foregoing proceeding was

taken by me stenographically ~nd thereafter reduced to

typewriting, and the foregoing 20 pages are a full, true

and correct transcription of the proceedings.

I further certify that I am not related to any of

the parties thereto and that I am in no way interested

in the outcome of said proceedings.

Dated at Barre, Vermont, this 23rd day of January,

1997. My commission expires ~ebruary 10, 1999.

SUSAN BRETSCHNEIDER, Notary Public
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TO:
DATE:
RE:
FROM:

ERRATA SHEET

Marcia G. Wolosz
February 14, 1997
1-16-96 Public Hearing
Capitol Court Reporters, P.O. Box 329,
Burlington, Vermont 05402

1.

Please read through the enclosed transcript. If you
6 wish to make any corrections, please do so below

referring to page and line number followed by the
7 correction.

8 ---------------------------------------------------------

9 ---------------------------------------------------------

10

11

12

13

14

15

16

17

18

19

20

21

22

23

24

25

Page

2

3

3

4

5

5

5

6

6

8

17

18

18

18

19

Line No.

21

3

13

11

8

23

25

1

1

12

9

6

7

10

2-3

Change

"sides" should be "sites"

insert "a" before "comment"

"with" should be "that"

"small site" should be "low contamin
ation site"

"other area" should be "site"

place a colon after materials:

"fuels. Metals,"

"Pesticides" should be "pesticides"

place a comma after DDT,

before the word "enough" put "not"

before the words "in LF-021" put
"as with"

change ··regulator" to "regulators."
(period at end of word)

"They'· starts a new sentence

change "do," to "do--"

replace "issues of the building
permit" with "a building permit
issued"
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TO:
DATE:
RE:
FROM:

ERRATA SHEET

Marcia G. Wolosz
February 14, 1997
1-16-96 Public Hearing
Capitol Court Reporters, P.O. Box 329,
Burlington, Vermont 05402

2

Please read through the enclosed transcript. If you
6 wish to make any corrections, please do so below

referring to page and line number followed by the
7 correction.

8 ---------------------------------------------------------
Page Line No. Change

9 ---------------------------------------------------------

10

11

12

13

14

15

16

17·

18

19

20

21

22

23

24

25

3 5 & 6 Sentence beginning "the public comment .. '
should read, "The public comment period
ends on January 23rd for LF 21, as
stated in the public notice advertised
in the Plattsburgh Press-Republican on
Monday, December 23, 1996."
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, DEPARTMENT OF THE AIR FORCE

AIR FORCE BASE CONVERSION AGENCY

f
I
,
I

25 Feb 97

MEMO FOR RECORD

SUBJECT: Responsiveness Summary: Public Comment Period for Remedial Action at
LF-024

A. OVERVIEW

LF-024 is a former landfill located in the southeast comer of the former
Plattsburgh Air Force Base, about 200 feet north of the Salmon River. The less-than
one-acre-sized landfill accepted construction and demolition debris from the period of
1980 to 1986. Evidence of this can be seen in the debris protruding from the landfill
cover. The Air Force considers this to be a general physical hazard to trespassers and
people walking in the area. The fill material and groundwater were found to be
essentially free of organic contaminants, but metals were detected at levels elevated
above background in the fill materials and in exceedance of New York State Groundwater
Quality criteria in the shallow aquifer.

The BRAC Cleanup Team reviewed a number of presumptive remedies (as
defined by the U.S. Environmental Protection Agency) for remediating the contamination
at LF-024. Based on the nature of the contamination and knowledge of site conditions
obtained from the site investigation. the Air Force selected a combined approach of
landfill capping and institutional controls for containing the site. This was found to be
the most technically and economically acceptable alternative for achieving the BRAC
team's goals. whith are to prevent direct contact with on-site soil/fill and groundwater by
human or ecological receptors. The remedial action is detailed in the proposed plan dated
December 1996.

B. PUBLIC MEETING & PUBLIC COMMENT PERIOD

A Public Meeting was held on the remedial action for LF-024 on 16 January 1997
at 7:00 p.m. It was held at the Old Court House in the City of Plattsburgh. County of
Clinton. NY. A prepared statement was read by Mr. Michael D. Sorel, PE, the BRAC
Environmental Coordinator for the Air Force Base Conversion Agency (AFBCA). Mr.
Bruce Przybyl of URS Greiner, Inc., detailed the proposed remedial action for the
audience. The floor was then opened to the public for questions and comments.
Concluding the meeting was a statement by Mr. Sorel that additional comments could be
sent to the Air Force. As advertised in the Plattsburgh Press-Republican. the public



comment period ran from 6 January 1997 to 6 February 1997. The Public Meeting was
recorded by a court reporter, Ms. Susan Bretschneider of Vermontville, NY.

,
,

Responsiveness Swnmar: - Remedial Action LF-024
..,

I,
I
I
I
I

C. SUMMARY OF COMMENTS RECEIVED DURING THE PUBLIC
COMMENT PERIOD AND AGENCY RESPONSES

Mr. Robert Booth, a member of the Plattsburgh AFB Restoration Advisory Board,
wanted to know who would be responsible for seeing that any limitations on site
development are carried out.

Mr. Sorel replied that this has been the subject of discussion with the U.S.
Environmental Protection Agency (USEPA) and the New York State Department of
Environmental Conservation (NYSDEC). Mr. Sorel read a paragraph from the proposed
plan that deals with the wording in the future transer deed. Included will be restrictions
of any activities leading to the deterioration of the landfill cap, and use of the underlying
groundwater. Since the Air Force will no longer own the property, the local agency
responsible for issuing building permits will need to make written reference to the
prohibitions. All of these documents will remain on file. Also, the NYSDEC has agreed
to act as the reference agency for oversight.

From the time of the Public Meeting until the deadline of 6 February 1997. no
further questions or comments were received by the Air Force regarding this subject.



ROD PACT SHEET

SITE
Name

Location/State
EPA Region
HRS Score (date) :
Site ID #

ROD

Plattsburgh Air Force Base
Landfill LF-024
Plattsburgh, New York
2
30.34 (9/22/88) Basewide score, not landfill
NY4571924774

Date Signed: 3/25/97
Remedy/ies: Native Soil Cover, Institutional Controls
Operating Unit Number: OU-8 (IRP Site LF-024)
Capital cost: $ 59,000 in 1997 dollars)
Construction Completion: April 1998
o & M in 1998: $ 4,120 (in 1997 dollars)

1999: $ 4,120
2000: $ 4,120
2001: $ 4,120

Present worth: $ 136,585 (6% discount rate, 30 years O&M,
o & M drops to $ l,030/yr in 6th year)

LEAD
Remedial - Federal Facility Lead
Primary contact - Bob Morse (212) 637-4331
Secondary contact - Bob Wing (212) 637-4332
Main PRP(s) - U.S. Air Force
PRP Contact - Mike Sorel (518) 563-2871

WASTE
Type - Metals (mainly manganese)
Medium - Soil and Groundwater
Origin - Construction and Demolition (C & D) Landfill
Est. quant~ty - One acre
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